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NYU Booklets 3D and 4A

Purpose-

270

The NYU Booklets were designed to measure areas of pre-

school achievement. Booklet 3D is designed to measure

achievement in pre-math, pre-science and linguistic concepts.

Booklet 4A is designed to measure achievement in shape,

numeral and 'alphabet names. These concepts are taught in

many preschool programs in the Head Start Planned Variations

Study,.

DeScription

Booklet 3D is composed of the following three subtests :

1...Pre-math relational concepts. Seven items assess

basic concepts of quantity and serial relation. Examples

are "Point to the-boywho-has all the balloons" and "Point-

to the closed door."

2. Pre-cscience relational concepts. Seven items assess

the basic concepts of "dy", "young", "short"., thin afar

away", "wide", and "ol".

3. Linguistic concept of prepositions. Five items

assess the understanding of the prepositional phrases of

physical relatiOn: "over", "behind", "down", "away", and

"against".

Booklet 4A is Composed of the following three subtests:

1. Alphabet names. Nine items assess the child's

recognition of printed capital letters.
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2. Numeral names. Six items assess the child's

knowledge of numerals.

3. Shape names. Three items assess the child's

recognition of shapes: heart, diamond and rectangle.

Each item correct in each booklet is scored "1".

The total maximum score is 19 for Booklet,3D and 18 for

Booklet 4A. Summary scores and a set of scores, obtained

by considering the three subtests as criterion-referenced'

-measures, were used in the data analysis (see Smith, 1973) i.

Development.of Instrument

The subtests of Booklets 3D and 4A are shortened ver-

sions of six Early Childhood Inventories which are being

developed under the joint directorship of A. Coller and J.

Victor at the Institute for Developmental Studies at the

New York University School of Education. The Early Child-

hood Inventories have been developed to be easily administered,

easily scored, and appropriate for disadvantaged children.

At the present time there are 17 inventories available in

experimental forms. In addition to the six being used in

the HSPV Study there are inventories to measure body parts'

names, color names, classroom objects' names, quantity

matching, set matching, same and different relationships,

lOwer Case alphabet letters, comparatives concepts and super-

latives concepts (!oller and Victor, 1971). Since these

inventories are still in experimental stages, there is no

technidal information available.
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Norms.

There is nb original norming sample for the NYU

Booklets since they were in experimental form before being

adapted for use in the Head Start Planned Variation Study.

Norms for raw scores are available for the Fall 1970

HSPV sample for Booklet 3D (Table 1 - 7) and for Booklet

4A (Tables 8 - 14) . Norm tables based on three month age

divisions (ten groupings from 42-44 months to 69-71 Months)

give the number of children, the mean score and the standard

.deviation at each age level for the following groupings in

the HSPV sample: total (3D Table 1, 4A - Table 8),

females (3D - Table 2, 4A - Table 9), males (3D - Table 3,

\ 4A - Table 10), children with no previous preschool exper-

ience (3D - Table 4, 4A - Table 11), children with previous

preschool experience (3D Table 5, 4A - Table 12) , black

children (3D - Table 6, 4A Table 13) , and white children

(3D - Table 7, 4A - Table 14). The mean Booklet 3D score

for the total Fall 1970 sample was 11.849 (S.D. = 3.277,

N = 2161) , while the mean Booklet 4A score* was 5.645

(S.D. =.3.273, N = 2150). In general, scores on both

booklets increase with age, are higher for white children

than for black children, and are higher for children with

previous preschool experience than for children with no
. 1
,.;1

previous preschool experience.
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DISTRIBUTION OF NYU BOOKLET 3D SCORES FOR ALL CHILDREN

IN THE FALL 1970 HSPV SAMPLE1

Age (Months) N
2

Mean Score S.D.

42-44 10' 8.700 3.348
45-47 61 10.607 3.413
48-50 207 9.957 3.085
51-53 314 10.965 3.204
54-56 355 11.487 3.202
57-, 59 350 '11.860 3.034
63 -62 274 12.500 2.994
63-65 230 12.730 3.120

66-68 182 13.159 2.819

69-71 178 13.433 3.270

, .

4

TOTAL 2161 11.849 3.277

A

1Includes all children 'not. n Level I sites, Oraibi,
or Fresn , who had adecuate aae inforMatiOn on Sex,
age, race, and preschool exp ience.

21 score = 19
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TABLE 2

DISTRIBUTION OF NYU BOOKLET 3D SCORES FOR FEYALES.

IN THE FALL 'l970 HSP'V SAMPLE1

I. '.
Age (Months) Mean Score S.D.

42-4a 5 7.000 3.521
45-47 32 10.969 2.995'
48-50' 102 10.J92 2.958
51-53 151 11.040 3.092
54-56 179 11.665 3.232

57-59 162 12.228 2.855

60-62 140 12.15.7 2.824

63-65 116 13.043 3.182

36 -68 . 89 13.393 .2.807

69-71 86 13.360 2.965

. 4

. .

TOTAL 1062 11.994 3.17,1

'Includes all children not in'Level I sites, Oraibi,
or' Fresno; who had adac7.uate age-information on sex,.
age, race, and preschool experience.

.2Maximum score .7: 19,-.

trylm.r,



SABLE 3

DISTRIBUTION OF 1\liJ BOOKLET 3D SCOktS FOR MALES

IN THE FALL 1970 HSPV SAMPLE1
04,

275.

Age (Months) N Mean Seore 2 °$.D.

.

42-44 5 10.400 2.059 -

45 -47 29 10.207 . 3.782
48-50 105 9.533 3.147
51-53 163 10.896 3.302

54-56 176 - 11.307 3.162

57-59 188 -r 11.543 3.146"

60-62 134 12.858 3.122

63-65 114 12.412 3.023.

168 93 12.935 2.812

6 -71. 92 13.500 . 3.531

.

,

TOThL 1099 11.709 3.370

_
,

__

1Includes all children net in Level I sites, Oraibi,
or Fresno, wh'L; had adeouate Age inforation on sex,

race, and preschool experience.

22aximum score = 19.

th
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TABLE 4

!

AjISTRIBUTION OF NYU BOOKLET 3D SCORES FOR ALL CHILDREN WITH

NO PREVIOUS PRESCHOOL EXPERINCE THE FALL 1970 HSPV SAMPLE'
_

°

,

1

Age (Months) N
. f

, Mean. Score 2 , S:D.
,

....

)

42-44
45-47
48-50
51-53
5456
57-5'9
60-62
63-65
66-'68
69-71

TOr.C4AL

.

ft

10
55;

185
285

)29-3
290
204,
162
135
130

'...

dc

1749

.

-

;

,8.700
10.527

-.9.§08
104979
11. 72
11.7017 ,°
12.299
12.660
12.973
12.977s

.

.

11.638

.

,

-

,

...

.

3.348
3.274
3.124
3.184
'3,279
3. 94
2 936
3/.069

2.835
/3.209

.

.3.263

..

I'

:

.

.

/

14,4ludes all children 'not" in Level I sites, Oraibi,
or Fresno, Who had adequate age information ,on sex,
age, race, and preschool experience.

,

2Maximum score = 19.
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TABLE 5

D'ISTRItBUTION 07 NYU BOOKLET 3D SCORES FOR ALL CHILDREN. WITH

PREVIOUS RRESCHOOL EXPERIENCE IN THE FALL 1970 'HSPV SAMPLE1

.

Age' (Months) N Mean.Score 2 S.D.

. 42-44
. 45-47
48-50

``51-53
54-56
57-59'
60-62
63 -65.

56-68
69-71

.

TOVAL

-

§

..

.

- --

1.

15
16
42
44
5.9

'&6
42
45

.

4310

.

0

t

,

,'

,,

11.000
9.933

11.063
3.1.738
12.477,
12.864
13.015
13.833
14.756

. .

12.855

,

:

.

2.695
3.749
2.769
2.659
31132
.188

2. 90
3.1 6

-------

3.20.7

,

.

Includes all children inot,in"LevelsI Oraibi,
2,r'Fresno,,, !Alb- a'deguate age information on sex,
age, race, and pres,chool experience.

2 30.mum score = 19.
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TABLE .6
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DISTRIBUTION OF NYU BOOKLET 3D,SCOPES FOR BLACK CHILDREN

IN THE FALL 197o HSPV SAMPLE1

Age (Months)- N Mean Score 2
t

S.D.

.

421-'44 -12.000 0.816
,45 -47 38 10.737 3.160
48-50 127 9.929 ' 2.927
51-53 '

171 10.585 3.149
54-56 188. 11.277 3.274

57-59 185 11.646 3.157

63 -62 107 12.019 2.845

63-65- .
.107 12.822 2.912

66-68. '
84 12.786 2.695

'69-71 105 12.848 3.411

.

.

%.-
.

r ,..

TOThIl 1119 11.543 3.234
A ,

.

a

1 Includes all. children not in Level I sites, Oraibi,,
or Fresno, who had adeouate acre informtion on sex,
.age, race, and preschool 'experience.

2Maximum score" '19.
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TABLE 7

DISTRIBUTION OF NYU BOOKLET 3D SCORES FOR WHITE CHILDREN

IN THE FALL 1970 HSPV 8AMPLE1

Age TMonths) N Mean Score
2

S.D.

42-44 6 7.500 3.202
45-47 22 10.818 3.284
48-50 69 10.116 3.264
51-53 114 11.491 3.264
54-56 124 11.734. 3.228

57-59 116 12.224 2.983
60-62 110 13.173 3.048

63-65 86 13.523 2.823

66 -68 61 . 14.344 2.828.

69-71 51 14.961 2.737

0

TOTAL 759 12.403 4.366

.

1 Includes all children 'not in Level, I sites,' Oratial
or Fresno, who had ad2cTuate age information on sex,
age, race, and preschool experience.

2Maximum score = 19.
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TABLE 8

DISTRIBUTION OF NYU BOOKLET 4A SCORES FOR ALL CHILDREN

IN THE FALL 1970 HSPV SAMPLE
1

Age (Months) N Mean Score 2 S.D.

42-44 10 3.200 ,2.561

45-47 61 4.869 2.670
`48-50 205 4.805 2.568
51-53 309 5.107 2.603

54-56 353 5.742 3.341

57-59 348 5.807 3.291

60-62 276 . 6.062 IF 3.708

63-65 230 5.530 3.275

66-68 181 6.127 3.367
69-71 177 6.452 3.764

4

TOTAL 2150 5.645 3.273

1 Includes all children not in Level I sites, Oraibi,
or Fresno, who had adocuate ace information on
aae, race, and preschool experience.

2Maximum score = 18.

sex,
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TABLE 9

DISTRIBUTION OF NYU BOOKLET 4A SCORES FOR FEMALES

IN THE FALL 1970 HSPV SAMPLE1

Age (Months) N Mean Score 2 S.D.

42-44 5 3.200 3.187
45-47 32 4.688 1.895
48-50 101 5.188 2.379
51-53 149 5.114 , 2.445
54-56 179 5.492 2.966
57-59 161 5.851 3.221
60-62 141 6.000 3.696
63-65 116 5.440 3.249
66-68 89 6.416 3.496
69-71 86 6.535 3.669

TOPhL 1059 5.653 3.156

1Includes all children not*.in Level I sites, Oraibi,
or Fresno, who had aderuate age information on sex,
age, race, and preschool expeFience.

2Maximum score = 18.
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TABLE 10

DISTRIBUTION OF NYU BOOKLET 4A SCORES FOR MALES

IN THE FALL 1970 HSPV SAMPLE1

Age (Months)

\.....

N Mean Score
2

S.D.

42-44 5 3.200 1.720
45-47 29 5.060\ 3.311
48-50 104 4.433 2.688
51-53 160 5.100 , 2.741
54-56 174 6.000 3.669
57-59 187 5.770 3.350
60-62 135 6.126 3.719
63-65 114 5.623 3.299
66-68 92 5.848 3.213
69-71 91 6.374 3.851

TOThL 1091 5.636 3.383

1 includes all children not in Level I sites, Oraibi,
or Fresno, who had adccuate age information on
age, race, and preschool experience.

2Maximum score = 18.

sex,
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TABLE 11

DISTRIBUTION OF NYU BOOKLET 4A SCORES FOR ALL CHILDREN WITH

Et) PREVIOUS PRESCHOOL EXPERIENCE IN THE FALL 1970 HSPV SAMPLE 1

Age (Months) N Mean Score 2 S.D.

42-44 10 3.200 2.561
45-47 55 4.727 2.260
48-50 183 4.716 '2.615
51-53 282 5.110 , 2.326
54-56 291 .5.478 2.992
57-59 288 5.691 3.223
60-62 206 5.854 3.419
63-65 152 5.352 3.202
66-68 134 5.948 3.175
69-71 129 6.333 3.665

1740 5.469 3.083

1 Includes all children .not in Level I sites, Oraibi,
or Fresno, who had adcouate age information on sex,
age, race, and preschool experience.

2Maximum score = 18.
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DI4TRIBUTION OF NYU,BOOKLET 4A SCORES FOR ALL CHILDREN WITH

PRE\ZIOUS PRESCHOOL EXPERIENCE IN THE FALL 1970 HSPV SArPLE1

Age (Months) N
2

Mean Score S.D.

42-44 ---
45-47 1 5.000
48-50 15 5.533 2.276
51-53 14 5.643 ,3.772
54-56 42 6.095 4.017
57-59 44 5.386 2.357-
60 -62 59 6.220 4.423
63-65 66 6.015 3.436
66-68 42 6.619 3.909
69-71 45 6.644 3.854

.

TOTAAL 328 6.101 3.704

1 Includes all children 'not in Level I sites, Oraibi,
or Fresno, who had adecruate ace information on sex,
age, race, and preschool experience.

2Maximum score = 18.
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TABLE 13

DISTRIBUTION OF NYU BOOKLET 4A SCORES FOR BLACK

CHILDREN IN THE FALL 1970 HSPV SAMPLE
1

Age (Months) N Mean Score S.D.

42-44 3' 4.333 2.055
45-47 38 5.158 2.434
48-50 126 4.849 2.520
51-53 '170 4.882 ,2.459
54-56 188 5.564 3.336

57-59 189 5.497 3.230

60-62 108 5.259 3.348

63-65 107 5.187 3.383

66-68 84 5.512 3.393

69-71 104 5.962 3.838

.
.

TOThL 34...V7
5.319 3.165

.1 Includes all children 'not in Level I sites, Oraibi,
or Fresno, vr1-8 had adec7uate age information on sex,
age, race,. ana preschool experience.

2Maximum score = 18.
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TABLE 14

DISTRIBUTION OF NYU BOOKLET 4A SCORES FOR WHITE

CHILDREN IN THE FALL 1970 HSPV SAMPLE1

Age (Months) N Mean Score2 S.D.

42-44 6 2.000 2.082
45-47 22 4.591 2.871
48-50 . 68 4.515 2.361
51 -533 112

.

5.402 , 2.846
54-56 124 5.847 3.391
57-59 115 6.522 3.569
60-62 110 6.745 4.069
63-65 86 6.256 3.275
66-68 60 6.950 3.481
69-71 51 7.294 3.696

.

TOThL 754 6.060 3.478

1lncludes all children ,not in Level I sites, Oraibi,
or Fresno, who had ad2cruate age information on sex,

.

age, race, and preschool experience.

2Maximum score = 18.
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Reliability

Booklet 3D and 4A reliability estimates (KR-20' )for

the total sample and subsamples of the .fall 1969 and fall

1970 HSPV samples are listed in Tables 15-18.In general, the

reliability is low (in 62 .`60's) for both booklets. The

range of the fifty-five coefficients calculated for the

fall 1969 Booklet. 3D sample (Table 15)was from .341 (n =

17) for northern older blacks with no previous preschool

experience to .778 (n = 178) for northern children with

previous preschool experience. Only 24% of all the coefficients

were below .60. For the fall 1970 Booklet 3D sample (Table

16) the coefficients ranged from .361 (n = 44) for southern

young blacks with previous preschool experience to .687

(n = 932) for white children. Only 7% of all the estimates

were below .60. For the fan 1969 Booklet 4A sample (Table

17) the coefficients ranged from .039 (n = 16) for northern

older white children with previous preschool experience to

.803 (n=16) for nothern older blacks with no previous pre-

school. 35% of these coefficients were below .60. Coefficients

for the fall 1970 Booklet 4A sample (Table 13) ranged from

.391 (n=153) for southern young blacks with no previous pre-

school to .839 On = 40) fot northern young blacks with pre-:

vious preschool. Only 15% of these KR-20's were

Item Characteristics

below .60.

A factor analysis of Booklets 3D and 4A toaether

demonstrated that the tests should remain separate for

analyses. A. factor analysis of Booklet 3D alone revealed there
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'TABLE 15

KR-20 FELIABILITIES FOR FALL 1969 HSPV BOOKLET 3D SCORES'

n mean2
S.D. KR-20

Total 1
1692 12.698 3.321 .694

Black 1176 12.411 3.323 .686

White 516 13.353 3.228 .699

Male 821 12.557 3.309 .685

Female 865 12.822 3.331 .702

Young 3 808 11.346 3.055 .595

Old 884 13.933 3.065 .683

Previous 542 13.908 3.176 .709
Preschool

No Previous 1150 12.128 3.236 .658
-Preschool

North 649 12.057 3.484 , .710.

South 1043 13.097 3.153 .671

1 Sample includes blacks and whites between 35 and 77
months at October 1, 1969, who had a fall test score and
data on the previous preschool experience question.

2Maximum score is 19.

3Young is less than 60 months; old is greater than 59 months.
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TABLE 16

KR-20 RELIABILITIES FOR FALL,1970 HSPV BOOKLET 3D SCORES

meant j S.D. KR-20

Totall 2581 11.845 3.253 .657

Black 1309 11.548. 3.202 .641

White 932 12.401 3.327 .687

Male 1332 11.700 3.347 ,.674

Female 1249 11.999 3.143 .635

Young 3
1143 10.907 3.202 -629

Old 1437 12.592 3.097 .637

Previous 474 12.705 3.187 .661.
Preschool

No Previous 2100 11.645 3.239 .650
Preschool

,

North 1495 11.683 3.163 .634

South 1086 12.067 3.360 .684

1Sample includes all children who were not in a Level I
site or Oraibi between 32 and 79 months at October 1,
1970.
Note: 98% of the children were between 41 and 71 months.

Spanish-speaking children are included in the total
sample.

2Maximum score is 19.

3Young is less than 57 months; old is greater than 56 mon'thS. 4
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TABLE-17

KR -20 RELIABILITIES FOR FALL 1969 HSPV BOOKLET 4A SCORES'

n mean S.D. KR-20

Total 1 1676 6.039 3,.279 .676 '

Black 1162 5.998 .677

White 514 6.130 3.255 .680

3

Male 807 5.886 J.231 .668

Female 863 6.172 3.322 .684.

Young 3 803 5.277 2.552 .475

Old 873 6.740 3;692 .742

Previous 538 6.846., 3.587 .723
Preschool

No Previous 1138 5.657 3.051 .631
Preschool

North 642 5.947 3.159 .651

South i 1034 6.096 3.351 .691

1
Sample includes all blacks and
months at October 1, 1969, who
data on the previous preschool

2Maximum store is 18.

whites between 35 and 77
had .a fall test score and
experience question.

.31oung is less than 60 months; .old is greater than 59- months.
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KR -20 RELIABILITIES FOR FALL 1970 HSPV BOOKLET 4A SCORES

n

Totall 2568

Black. 1307

White 927

Male 1324

Female 1244

Young3 1132

Old 4.
1435

Previous 472
Preschool

No Previous 2089
Preschool

,North 1484

South 1084

I

meant S.D. KR-20 14--N.

5.661

5.347

6.042

3.238

3.144

3.448
r.

..686

.670

.725

5.603 3.287 .696

5.723 3.186
17

.674

5.274 2.913 .618

5.965 3.445 .719

6.413 3.820 .772

5.483 3.062 .649

5.830 .676

5.430 3.265 .697

1Sample includes all children who were iot in .a Level I site
Or Oraibi between 32 and 79 months at.,October 1, 1970.

Note: 98% of the children .were between 41 and 71 months.
Spanish-speaking children are. included in the'
total sample. .

. -
2Maximum score is 18.

3Young is less than 57 months:. old is greater than' 56 months.
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r.

is only one stable, interpretable factor.

Close investigation of the ftequency distributions of

scores o :Bookiet'3D for four subsamples of children with

previdus preschool' experience (young whites, old whites,

young biadTcs, old blacks) for fall 1969 and spring 1970

reveals that there is a ceiling effect in the spring. In

all these groups at both times scores were negatively skewed.

Ceiling effects are most, prominent in the spring with the

older children, especially the olderwhite children with

previous pteschool experience (see Tables 19 and 20). In

spring 1970, 78% of the older white children were at the three

top scores (score 17--27%'; score 18--22%; score 19--29%) .

Investigation of the frequency distributions of scores

of Booklet 4A for' the same four subsamples for fall 1969

and Spring 1970 reveals that there are no floor or ceiling

effects. In all of the.-groups the scores were positively

skewed in the fall and more normally distributed inthe

spring,

Correlations with Other Tests -

Correlations of Booklets 3D and 4A,with the CPSCS, the

MI Subtests and the 64-item PSI are listed, in Table_ 21 for

the total -fall 1970 HSPV sample and several subsamples (blacks,

whites,young, old, previous preschogl experience, no pre-
.;

vi0us preschool,experience). Correlations with. the PSI

are estimates of the concurrent validity of the NYU Booklets.
. .

In every case, the correlations of Booklet lb with the .64- ,

item PSI are higher than the correlations of Booklet 4A with

the PSI. This is probably explained by theigreater similarity
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TABLE 19

(Cont)

Young Blacks

Total Number of % of Cum. % of
Score Children children children

0

1
2

3

4

5
6
7

8

9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
-11
18
19

0
0
0
0

0
0
0

1.
2

2

12
4

5,

4

13
13
10
9

4

1

80

0.0
0.0
b.o
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.01
0.02
0.02
0.15
0.05
0.06
0.05
0.16
0.16
0.13
0.11
0.05
0.01

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
10
0.0
'0.0
0.01
0.04
0.06
0.21
0.26
0% 32

0.37
0.54
0.70
0.82
0.94
0.99
1.00
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TABLE 20

DISTRIBUTIO OF SPRING 1970 BOOKLET ;3D SCORES

FOR OLD WHITES AND OLD BLACKS
I

WITH PREVIOUS PRESCHOOL EXPERIENCE

Old Whites

Total
i

Number of i % of
Score Children Children

Cum. % of.
Children

0 0 0.0 0.0 *

1 0 0.0 0.0 *

2 0 0.0 ,0.0 *

3 0 0.0 0.0 *

4 0 0.0 '0.0
5 0 0.0 0.0 *

6 0 0.0 0.0 *

7 0 0.0 0.0 *

"8 0
.

0.0 , 0.0 *

9 0 0.0 0.0 *

10 0 0.0 0.0 *

11 0 0.0 . 0.0 *

12 0 0.0 , 0.0 *

13 1 0.02 0.02 **

14 0 0.0 0.02 *

15 4 0.10 0.12 *****
1r
..0 4 0.10 0.22 *****

17 11 0.27 0.49 ************

18 9 0.22 0.71 **********

-19 12 0.29 1.00 *************

41

1
01d is greater than 59 months.



TABLE 20

(Cant)
-

Old Blacks
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Total
Score

0

1

2

3

'4
5
6

7

8

9

10
11
12
13
14
'15

16
17
18
19_

Number of % of

Children Children

0

0

0

0

0
0
0

2

0

2

1

4

4

10
14

s
-13
14
14
6

92

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.02
0.0
0.02
0.01
0.04
0.04
0.11
0.15
0.09
0.14
0.15
0.15
0.07

Cum. % of
Children

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.02
0.02
0.04
0.05
0.10
0.14
0.25
0.40
0.49
0.63
0.78
0.93
1.00



TABLE 21

CORRELATIONS OF BOOKLET 3D AND

4A SCORES WITH THE CPSCS, MI SUBTESTS, THE 64-ITEM

PSI, 1 AND THE STANFORD-BINET IQ AND MA1 FOR FALL 1970 HSPV DATA

NYU
3D

PSI
64-item

CPSCS MI2

walk
MI

draw
MI
truck

IQ 4 MA

Total v

Sample

-..-....m.",

NYU .429 .467 .240 .142 .142 .106 .365 .435
4A (2125) (2117) (2045) (1072) (1077) (1065) (749) (750)

NYU .696 .297 '.275 .298 .136 .427 .640
3D (2127) (2057) (1073) (1078) (1065) (753) (754)

Blacks

NYU .480 .513 .269 .120 .148 .030 .442 .534
4A (759) (752) (723) (440) (440) (440) (294) (294)

N'CU .710 .303 .303 .297 .120 .434 .696
3D (756) (728) (440) (440) (440) (296) (296)

Whites

NYU .467 .492 .214 .150 .126 .121 .394 .446
4A (1082) (1076) (1043) (545) (546) (542) (370) (371)

NYU .699 .270 .278 .326 .153 .436 .658
3D (1054) (1052) (547) (548) (543) (374)`(375)

Young3

NYU .407 .451 .222 .075 .046 .160 .256 .317
4A (1012) (1007). (979) . (408) (412)' (412) (313) (313)

NYU .652 .314 .253 .200 .205 .453 .528
3D (1017) (990) (408) (412) (412) (316) (316)

1Sample size for each correlation is in parentheses. Children included
were not in Level I sites, Oraibi, or Fresno; between 43 and 74 months;
and in school for the full year.

2MI scores are log transformations of the "slow" times; MI scores were
used only if the child had passed two out of four practice items.

3Under 58 months.

4Pinneau IQ calculations used.



TABLE 21

(Cont)

INYU
3D

PSI
64

CPSCS MI
walk

MI
draw

MI
truck

IQ MA

Old

NYU .426 .469 .235 .160 .167 .085 .470 .476
4A (1113) (1110) (1066) (664) (665) (653) (436) (437)

NYU .676 .245 .259 .303 .113 .541 .641
-3D (1110) (1067) (665) (666) (653) (437) (438)

Previous
Preschool

NYU .443 .485 .191 .147 .094 .082 .441 .451
4A (409) (408) (398) (203) (202) (198) (147) (147)

N'.1.1 .717 .295 .378- .330 .155 .389 .638
3D (410) (40O) (203) (202) (198) (147) (147)

No Prev:.ous
Preschool

NYU .417 .452 .244 .140 .142 .124 .338 .413
4A (1716) (1709) (1647) (869) (875) (867) (602) (607)

NYU .684 .285 .249 .280 .141 .422 .624
3D (1717) (1657) (870) (876) (867) (606) (607)

5Over 58 months.
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of items between the PSI and Booklet 3D. There are very

few items of recognizing letters, numbers and shapes (con-

tents of Booklet 4A) in the PSI. If the correlations are

corrected for unreliability 1
, the estimated correlation

between the true score components of the 64-item PSI and

Booklet 3D is .90 (.70 4- 1/(.66)(.92)). In general, correla-

tions between the NYU Booklets and other tests are higher for

whites, older children, and children with previous preschool

experience.

Remarks

Neither Booklet 3D or 4A is an adequate achievement

estimate alone since they both have low internal reliability

and the 3D has definite floor and ceiling effects. Inter-

pretations of summary scores are sometimes difficult to make.

This is less true of Booklet 3D since its true correlation

with the 64-item PSI is very high, indicating that they are

measuring the same cognitive domain.

These booklets are best used as a set of criterion-

referenced measures. Using this concept, the percentages

of children in various sites and models who obtain either a

perfect score or only one item incorrect on each subtest and

who fail to get more than one item correct on each subtest

are reported.

1 Using formula
r12

, where r1.2 is the correlation between
f2

tests and tl, t2 are estimates of test reliability.
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Parent Information Form

Purpose

301

The Parent Information Forms were designed to obtain a

variety of background information about the parents and

children in the Head Start Planned Variation sample.

The data can be used as independent and dependent variables

in the analysis. This information enables investigators to

assess what a child brings with him from his background to

the Read Start experience and what changes, if any, the Head

Start experience have on a child and his family.

Description

A Parent Information Form (PIF) was administered to

mothers in the HSPV sample who were given the Eight-Block Sort

Task. The content of the Parent Information Form changed

from year to year, as questions were added, deleted and

modified. In general, the PIF included questions about

the following areas:

1. Demographic. These questions served primarily as

a check on the data gathered on the Classroom Information

Form. This information was included only in Fall 1971.

2. Non-demographic family background. The parents

were asked for such information as how often they read to

their children, how often they go on trips, and what the

child does at home. The information tapped by these

questions can be interpreted as measures of the background

I
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which the child brings to Head Start, and thus as independent

variables in the analysis. Changes can also be interpreted

as possible effects of Head Start on parents, and thus as

dependent variables.

3. Parent and child attitudes. On some forms of the

PIF parents were asked a series of attitude questions de-

signed to measure the parents' sense of control over the

environment. On all forms parents were asked about their

own and their child's feelings toward the'Head Start program.

Like the.non-demographic family background measures, these

can be interpreted both as dependent and independent variables.

4. Parent participation. The parents were asked about

their own involvement in the Head Start programs, Community

Action Program (CAP), membership, volunteer work, etc.

Since parent involvement is an important goal of the Head

Start program, these questions measure an important desired

outcome. Parent involvement may also be a contributing factor

to child success.

Reliability

A test-retest reliability study was done on the rather

short form of the PIF which was given in the fall of 1971.

The study is reported in Appendix F. This form did not

include any questions on parental sense of control. Nor

did it include, Since it was given in the fall, questions

about participation or feelings about Head Start. Thus

nothing can be said,about the reliability of these items.
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The findings using a very small sample indicate that the

PIF is a reliable instrument for gathering demographic

data of the sort on the short form of Fall 1971. Questions

of a simple yes/no format are especially reliable. Because,

of the low. response rates for many questions and the ,findings

of moderate consistency on the educational aspirations and

expectancies questions, it is doubtful that adequate attitude

data can be collected on such a form.

Remarks

The data on the non-attitudinal, simple format questions

used in the PIF appears to have adequate reliability, based

on a very small sample. Reliability estimates for these

items using a larger sample and for attitude and participation

items using any sample need to be determined before such a

form is used in other studies.



Peabody Picture Vocabulary Tet

Purpose
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The Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT) is de-

signed to measure a child's verbal intelligence by

measuring his receptive vocabulary--the number of words

which he know's when he hears them. Vocabulary is a

major component of general intelligence measures. Vocab-

ulary subparts of both the Stanford-Binet and the WPPSI

correlate in the low .70's with their respective total

"intelligence" scores (McNemar, 1942; Wechsler, 1967).

Description

The PPVT is an untimed individual test consisting

of a booklet with three practice items and 150 test

plates each with four numbered pictures. The version

used in the HSPV Study is Form A, modified by SRI and

ETS to include pictures of blacks. For each item the

stimulus word (a noun or verb form) is presented

orally and the child is required to indicate the pic-

ture corresponding to the wprd, either. by pointing or

by giving the number of the appropriate picture.

Items increase in difficulty and are presented to a

child until six errors are made out of eight consecutive



responses or the testis completed. A complete list of

the words appears in Table 1.

The maximum number of words giveh was 100 in Fall.

1971and 150 in Spring 1972. In the fall all children

began the test at item 1 and continued until the ceil

ing was reached or 100 words had been given. In the

spring every child began at item 25 and a basal level

was established:

1. If the child got items 25 through 32 correct.

2. If the child missed any item from 25 to 32,

thetester gave the items backwards from

item 24 until

a. the child got eight correct in a row, or

b. the child went through items 24 to 1

without getting eight correct in a row.

In the first case, the test was continued from item 32

until the ceiling or end of the test was reached. In

the second case, the test was continued ffom the first

item missed by the child until the ceiling or the end

of the test was reached or the test was discontinued

if the child had already missed six out of eight items.

Each item was scored as correct incorrect, child
4

,refused or indeterminate. This is a "tailored test,"-mean

ing that there is not a fixed numbpr of items given to each
6

child. The.test is also Guttman-scaled; in other words, it

is assumed a child will get all items correct below any

specific item on the test.'
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TABLE 1

WORDS INCLUDED IN THE PEABODY PICTURE VOCABULARY TEST

1. car 26. teacher 51. submarine

2. cow 27. building 52. thermos

3. baby 28. arrow 53. projector

4. girl 29. kangaroo 54. group

5. ball 30. accident 55. cackling

6. block 31. nest 56. tran3portation

7. clown 32. caboose 57. coanter

'8. key 33. envelope 58. ceremony

9; can 34. picking 59. pod

10. chicken 35. badge 60. bronco

11, blowing 36. goggles 61. directing

12. fan 37. pdacock 62. funnel

13. digging 38: queen 63. delight

14. skirt..
39. coach 64. lecturer

15. catching 40. whip 65. communication

16. drum 41: net 66. .archer

17. 'leaf 42. freckle 67. stadium

18. tying 43. eagle 68., excavate

19. fence 44. twist 69. assaulting.

20.
.

bat 45. shining 70. stunt

21. bee 46. dial 71. meringue

22. bush 47. yawning 72. appliance

23. pouring 48. bumble 73. chemist

pewinq 49.- signal 74. arctic

25. wiener 50. capsule
75. destructini

0
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TABLE 1

O

(CON'T)

76. porter' - 101. graduated 126. dormer

77. ,coast 102. hieroglyphic 127. coniferous

78. hoisting 103. orate 128. consternation

79. wailing 104. cascade 129. obese

80. coil 105. illumination 130. gauntlet

81. kayak 106. nape 131. inclement

82. sentry 107. genealogist 132. cupola

83. furrow 108. -embossed 133. obliterate i

1

84. beam 109. mercantile 134. burnishing

85. fragment .110. encumbered 135. bovine

86. hovering 111. entice 136. eminence

87. bereavement 112. concentric 137. legume

88. crag 113. vitreous 138. senile

89. tantrum 114. sibling 139. deleterious

90. submerge 115. machete 140. raze

91. descend 116. waif 141. ambulation

92. hassock 117, cornice 142. cravat

93. canine 118. timorous 143. impale

94. probing fettered 144. marsupial

95. angling 120. tartan 145. predatory

96. appraising 121. sulky 146. incertitude

97. confining 122. obelisk 147. imbibe

98., precipitation 123. eclipse 148. homunculus

99. gable 124. entomology 149. cryptogam

100. amphilAan 125. bumptious 150. pensile
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Development of Instrument

In 1959 Lloyd M. Dunn developed the PPVT in two

parallel Forms A and B as a measure of receptive Vbcabu-

lary for ages two-and-one-half to eighteen. In selecting

the final stimulus words for the test Dunn had several

groups of subjects of all ages selectively sort from

an original pile of 2,055 line drawings of illustable

nouns and verbs (Buros, 1965). Since its creation

the PPVT has been widely used in studies with children,

especially mentally retarded and handicapped children

(see references in Buros, 1965; 1972). Several investi-

gators have used the original PPVT version with disadvantaged

preschoolers (Costello & Ali, 1971; Datta,'1967; DiLorenzo

& Brady, 1968; Mislgram & Ozer, 1967; Rieber & Womck, 1968;

Shipman et al., 1971). The first 75 items of the standard

Dunn test were used in the first year of the ETS Longitudinal

Study (Shipman, ,1972).. For the second year of the study, a

modified version of 50 `items which contained redrawings of a

number of human pictures to include blacks and adults in a

% variety of roles, was used. This modified 60 item version

was extended to all 150 pictures by Shipman and Tanaka in

1971 for use in the 1971-72 HSPV study and Follow Through

evaluation.



309

Standardization

The original PPVT standardization sample was based

entirely on 4,012 white children in and around Nashville,

Tennessee. Children ranging in number from 92 to

354 and representing 19 different age levels from 2.5

to 18 years were tested on both forms. Only children

under nine were given the test individually. The

standard scores (PPVT IQs) were derived by assigning an

IQ of 100 (S.D. = 15) to' the mean raw score for each

distribution of subjects arranged in six month age

intervals. There is a problem in using these norms with

younger children since two children with the same raw

score one month apart will get widely discrepant IQ

scores. For example, a 44-month-old child with a raw

score of 28 would be assigned an IQ of 89 while a child

one month older with the same raw score would be assigned

an IQ of 76 (a 13 point difference). Because of the

inconsistencies in the norm tables, DiLorenzo and Brady

(1968, p. 247) concluded that "the use of PPVT IQ data

-in the evaluation of-preschool programs could produce

invalid results and thus lead to spurious conclusions

regarding program effectiveness." In several previous

studies with disadvantaged preschool populations (Datta,

1967; DiLorenzo &,,,arary, 1968; Milgram & Ozer, 1967;

Rieber,...6i.AT6ack;-1968) PPVT scores have been substantially

than the normalization sample.
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Norms (mean, S.D., percentiles) for the raw scores of

the ETS Head Start Longitudinal' sample are available for

children in Year 1 (in three month age intervals from 42-59

months) and for children in Year 2 (in three month age inter-

vals from 51-69 months) ,(see Shipman, 1972). The mean for

the total sample in Year 1 was 26.3 (S.D. = 12.85, N = 1198);

the mean for the total sample in Year 2 was 41.6 (S.D. = 9.75,

N = 1309).

Norms for raw scores of the HSPV version of the PPVT

are available in Tables 1 - 8. Based on 15 three month age

intervals from 36-38 months to 78-80 months, these tables give

the., number of children,the mean score and the standard devia-

tion at each age level for the following groupings of the HSPV

sample: total sample (Table 1), males (Table 2), females

(Table 3), children with previous preschool experience (Table 4),

children with no previous preschool experience (Table 5), blaCk

children (Table 6), white children (Table 7) and Mexican-
.

Amrican children (Table 8). The mean score for the HSPV

sample was 31.525 (S.D. = 13.258, N.= 2996). A developmental

age trend can be evidenced in all of the norm tables.
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TABLE 1

DISTRIBUTION OF PPVT SCORES FOR ALL CHILDREN

IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLE1

Age (Months) ., N Mean Score2 S.D.

36-38 5 20.400 13.185
39-41 4 23.500 3.354
42-44 22 19.864 9.251
45-47 76 21.697 10.885
48-50 263 24.711 10.930
51-53 474 26.633 11.841
54-56 476 29.626 11.938
57-59 468 31.630 13.021
60-62 381 34.554 13.360
63-65 `259 35.216 12.611
66-68 261 36.659 12.346
69-71 211 39.336 12.205

72-74 89 42.000 12.437
75-77 4 36.750 23.424

78-80 3 33.000 9.416

TOTAL 2996 31.525 13.258

1Includes all children with adequate age information
not in Level I sites.

2 Vaximum score = 150.



312

TABLE 2

DISTRIBUTION OF PPVT SCORES FOR MALES .

IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLE1

Age (Months) N Mean Score2 S.D.

36-38 - --

39 -41 1 22.000
42-44 8 18.250 5.449
45-47 47 21.447 10.536
48-50 130 25.815 11.291
51-53 252 27.433 12.429
54-56 235 30.055 12.310
57-59 239 31.594 13.455
60-62 201 35.552 13.421
63-65 120 35.725 12.930
66-68 138 37.391 12.790
69-71 98 41.061 12.034
72-74 47 42.936 12.542
75-77 2 60.000 2.000

78-80 2 35.000 11.000

TOTAL 1520 32.161 13.620

1Includes all children with adequate age information
not in Level I sites.

2Maximum score = 150.
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TABLE 3

DISTRIBUTION OF PPVT SCORES FOR FEMALES'

IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLE 1

Age (Months) N Mean Score
2

S.D.

36-38 5 20.400 13.185
39-41 3 24.000 3.742
4244 14 20.786 10.732
45-47 29 22.103 11.415
48-50 133 23.632 10.453
51-53 222 25.725 11.066
54-56 241 29.207 11.549
57-59 31.668 12.551
60-62

.229
180 33.439 13.202

63-65 139 34.777 12.313
66-68 123 35.837 11.775
69-71 113 37.841 12.155
72-74 42 40.952 12.234
75-77 2 13.500 3.500
78-80 1 29.000

TOTAL 1476 30.870 12.843

1Includes all children with adequate age information
not in Level I sites.

2
Maximum score = 150.
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TABLE 4

DISTRIBUTION OF PPVT SCORES FOR ALL CHILDREN WITH

PREVIOUS PRESCHOOL EXPERIENCE IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLE1

Age (Months) N Mean Score 2 S.D.

36-38 - --

39-41 - --

42-44 2 32.000 7.000
45 -4'7 8 35.000 13.257
48-50 35 25.857 11.736
51-53 66 30.318 11.455
54-56 58 29.345 11.897
57-59 76 33.882 12.190
60-62 118 36.610 11.854
63-65 98 34.939 11.758
66-68 94 37.160 10.522
69-71 96 39.135 11.656
72-74 .38 40.474 10.351
75-77 2 60.000 2.000
78-80 2 37.500 8.500

TOTAL 693 34.999 12.216

1 Includes all children with adequate age information
not in Level I sites.'

2?aximum score = 150.
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'TABLE 5

DISTRIBUTION OF PPVT SCORES FOR ALL CHILDREN WITH NO

PREVIOUS PRESCHOOL EXPERIENCE IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLE1

Age (Months) N Mean Score
2

S.D.

36-38 5 20.400 13.185
39-41 4 23.500 3.354
42-44 19 18.316 8.639
45-47 67 20.060 9.457
48-50 222 24.595 10.868
51-53 391 26.097 11.900
54-56 404 29.921 11.931
57-59 379 31.158 13.097
60-62 253 33.648 13.972
63-65 153 36.275 12.683
66-68 161 '36.901 12.729
69-71 112 40.036 12.154
72-74 51 43.137 13.677
75_77 2 13.500 3.500
78-80 1 24.000

TOTAL 2224
_

30.660 13.381

1lncludes all children with adequate age information
not in Level I sites.

2Vaximum score = 150.
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'TABLE 6

DISTRIBUTION OF PPVT SCORES FOR BLACK CHILDREN

IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLE 1

Age (Months) N Mean Score2 S.D.

36-38 5 20.400 13.185
39-41 1 23.000
42-44 14 20.571 8.650
45-47 43 19.953 8.221
48-50 142 21.542 9.462

51-53 213 23.005 9.432
54-56 207 25.324 10.061
57-59 194 27.918 11.129

60-62 143 , 29.063 10.945

63-65 111 31.369 10.265

66-68 107 33.523 10.066

69-71 107 35.916 10.652

72-74 35 34.914 10.283

75-77 2 13.500 3.500

78-80 1 24.000

TOTAL 1325 27.343 11.211

1 Includes all children with adequate age information
not in Level I sites.

2
Maximum score = 150.'
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TABLE 7

DISTRIBUTION OF PPVT SCORES FOR WHITE CHILDREN

IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLE 1

Age (Months) N Mean Score2 S.D.

36-38 - --

39-41 3 23.667 3.859
42-44 .

8 18.625 10.099
45-47 33 .23.970 13.254
48-50 93 29.903 10.751
51-53 183 32.290 12.114
54-56 205 34.415 11.984
57-59 188 36.920 12.656
60-62 160 ,40.506 12.462
63-65' 95 40.516 10.719
66-68 100 41.500 11.236
69-71 81 45.963 9.735
72-74 52 47.231 10.321
75-77 2 60.000 2.000
78-80 2 37.500 8.500

TOTAL 1205 36.972 12.970
..--

1Includes all children with z, equate age information
not in Level I sites.

2
Vaximum score = 150.
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TABLE 8
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DISTRIBUTION OF PPVT SCORES FOR MEXICAN-AMERICAN

CHILDREN IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLE1

Age (Months) N Mean Score2 S.D.

36-38 -_- --
39-41 ---
42-44 - --

45 -47 - --

48 -50 22 27.500 10.352
51-53 68 24.044 11.314
54-56 53 27.868 11.646
57-59 71 29.296 13.580
60-62 69 32.246 14.057
63-65 51 33.098 16.236
66-68 51 33.431 15.281
69-71 19 29.211 15.182
72-74 --- .

75-77 - --

78-80 -__

TOTAL 404 29.629 13.978

4,

1Includes all children with adequate age information
not in Level I sites.

2raximum score' = 150.
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In gendral the reliability estimates for the PPVT are

quite good. Dunn (1965) reports that the parallel farms

reliability estimate with children between three and six is

about .72. The internal reliability estimates (Alpha coeffi-

cients) computed for the ETS Longitudinal study were .96 in

Year 1 for the 70 item original version and .91 in Year 2 for

the 60 item revised version (Shipman, 1972). Since the Year 1

version was cut-off at 70 items and the Year 2 version had

only 60 items, these estimates are probably inflated.

Costello and Ali (1971) report a test-retest (two 0

week interval) coefficient of .77 between PPVT raw scores

for 36 1Q1ack preschoolers (ages 4-1 to 5-0). Milgram and

Ozer (1967) found that the test-retest coefficient after

four weeks was .69 for the PPVT MA's of 65 Head Start children

(ages 4 1/2 to 6). The test-retest coefficient after 10

months (from ages 3-1 to 3-11) was .80 for PPVT MA's of 51

..disadvilntaged preschoolers. The .69 coefficient of stability

(coerelation of form A administered in Year 1 and Year 2) for

the PPVT was the highest of any in the ETS'Longdinal Study

tes battery (Shipman, 1972).

No internal consistency estimates were calculated for the

HSPV Ample since, according to Stanley (1971), these estimates

ate inappropriate.for a "tailored test" like the PPVT. A

"tailored test's is one where there is not a fixed number of

items' given to each child; instead, the test is "tailored"

toAheichild's level and needs.
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' Validity

%

Congruent or concurrent Validity estimates include

comparisons with intelligence, language and achievement

tests. Predibtive validity estimates include comparisons

with future school success. In general, there are many

more concurrent validity estimates available for the PPVT:

most of these are correlations with intelligence measures.

Comparisons with the Stanford-Binet. Dunn (1965)

reports that PPVT scores correlate .83 with SB IQ scores

and .64 with WPSSI scores. Several studies with disad-

. :antaged preschoolers have used both the Stanford-Binet

and the PPVT. 'Even though the two tests are highly

correlated, the PPVT IQ scores found in these studies

have been consistently lower than the SB IQ's. ising

a predominantly (85%)disadvantaged preschool sampl

(n = 563) in seven New York communities, DiLorenzo and

Brady (1968) found that PPVT IQ's were consistently

about nine points lower than, the SB mean IQ's. These

, differences, ranging in magnitude trom 6.33 to 12.32,

existed fbr every 10-point interval on the SB IQ scale

from 50 to 130. The difference for the entire sample

was 8.83 (SB mean IQ = 93.68; PPVT IQ = 84.85). The

correlation between the PPVT and SB was .79. DiLorenzo
0

and Brady attributed the discrepancies between the two

tests to the inadequate standardization norms.

Milgram and Ozer (1967) found that the PPVT MA

scores of two disadvantaged populations were consistently
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lower than the SB MA's. For example, the SB. MA of._ 65

Head Start children (CA = 5-6) enrolled in asummer

program. was 4-8 in June, compared with PPVT MA scores

of 3-6 in June and 4-0 in August. The e-aufhors felt

that the PPVT scores were susceptible to a decelerating

trend while SB scores were not. - The correlation between

the SB IQ and the PPVT IQ at age 5 was .65 for 51 pre-

schoolers. Milgram and Ozer concluded that the PPVT

is more susceptible to environmental impoverishment than

the SB.

In a study of 36 black preschoolers (ages 4-,1 to

5-0) Costello and Ali (1971) found that the PPVT raw

score correlated .43 with the SB MA and .28 with the

SB IQ. They hypothesized that the lower PPVT scores were.

attributable to either environmental variables or to

examiner and situation variables.

Finally, Bruinicks and Lucker (1970) found that the

SB IQ calculated at the beginning of the first grade

was a better predictor of the reading subtest of the

Metropolitan Achievement Test (correlation at end of

first grade = .32; correlation at the end of fourth

grade = .60) than was the PPVT IQ (correlation at the end

of first grade = .18; correlation at the end of fourth

grade'= .45). The correlation between the two test IQ's

for 36 lower class first grade children was .71.
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Correlations with the PSI. Datta found that

correlations of the PPVT with the original PSI were high

for a sample of 956 Head Start children in 72 centers.

Correlations of the PpVT faw score with PSI were .73

for the total, .69 for age 4, .62 for age 5, and .80

for age 6, (Datta, 1967) .

In the ETS Longitudinal Study,,S ipman (1972)

found that the highest,..coratiOn of the PPVT With anothb-r`--

test in the_bettwas .58 with the 64 -item PSI in

,yefarid.66 with the 64-item PSI in Year 2.

In the third year of the HSPV Study, the highest

correlation between the PPVT and another test in the

battery was .665 for the 32-item PSI (See Table 9).

Correlations with the ITPA. Using a sample of lower

class Australian children, Teasdale (1969) found that

the PPVT raw scores correlated .45 with the Verbal Ex-

pression Subtest and .74 with the total ITPA score.

Costello and A1.4.At§1). found a correlation of .28

with the Verbal Expression Subtest.

In the third year of the HSPV study, the correla-

tion between the PPVT and the ITPA-Verbal Expression

Subtest was .487 (See Table 9) .

Correlations with the MI. In the ETS Longi-

tudinal Study, the PPVT and the average

CI
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slow time of the Drawing and Walking subtests of the MI

correlated .36 in Year 1 and .34 in Year 2 (Shipman, 1972).

In the HSPV Study, the PPVT correlated .174 with the

slow time of the MI Truck subtest (See Table 9).

Correlations with the Eight Block Sort Task. In

the ETS Longitudinal Study, the PPVT and total success

score from the Eight-Block Sort Task correlated .39 in

Year 1 and .53 in Year 2 (Shipman, 1972).

In the HSPV study the PPVT correlated .439 with the

total success score, .445 with the reason success score,

and .304 with the placement success score (see Table 9).

Other Correlations. Other PPVT correlations of

interest from the ETS Longitudinal Study were those with

the TAMA General Knowledge Test (.52 in Year 1; .63 in

Year 2), with the Children's Auditory Discrimination

Inventory: Nonsense Words (.52 in Year 1; .47 in Year 2),

with the Matching Familiar Figures: mean errors per

valid item (-.45 in Year 1; -.50 in Year 2) and with the

Seguin Form Board: Log fastest time for correct place-

ment (-.:40 in Year 1; -.46 in Year 2).

Correlations with the PPVT and tests in the Fall 1971

HSPV battery can be found in Table 9. Correlations over .40

that have not already been cited are .413 (WRAT-Copying Marks),

. 537 (WRAT-Recognizing Letters), .407 (WRAT-Reading Numbers),

. 475 (ETS Enumeration Total) and .492 (ETS Enumeration:
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Counting Subtest).

Remarks

The PPVT may be susceptible to practice effects and to

unintended gestural or verbal hinting by the examiner.

This could introduce systematic biases which have not fully

been examined in previous analyses.

There are some problems about how to record changes

inchildren's answers. The test manual says that when a

child changes his choice, his last response should be

recorded. rt is pcssible that sometimes this change would

be missed if a child pointed to a different picture while

the tester was recording his first response_. This

problem may produce systematic effects on both the

reliability and validity of test scores, especially

those with young children.

Some items have a low probability of occurring in the

natural environments of the children being tested. For

instance, "weiner" is a label few children know. "Capsule"

is most probably known in relationship to space rather than

as a synonym for a pill. It is hard to know if such items

lower everyone's score equally, or introduce systematic biases.

Another area which needs to be further explored is the

effect of switching between nouns and verb forms throughout

the test. .John and Goldstein (1964) found that black preschoolers

had more trouble with verb forms than noun forms of the original

PPVT. Jeruchimowicz, Costello and Bagur (1971) found that
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lower SES black preschoolers had a significantly higher

proportion of errors on the action words (verbs) than the

object words (nouns) of the PPVT, while middle SES black

preschoolers showed no difference between verb and noun

errors. It is also unclear what effects result from omitting

articles before nouns "Point to cat" rather than

"point to the cat" or "point to a cat"). Articles were

apparently eliminated to preserve symmetry of presentation

for nouns and verbs.

There may be a confounding of a child's increased

attention span and increased vocabulary knowledge. This

is further complicated in the fall data since all children

start at the beginning rather than at an appropriate floor

for him (as is done in the spring). Greater variation

in the number of items presented to each child is

paralleled by greater differences in the demand on the

child's attention span. Thus it would be hard to know

if an improved score between two times reflected either

an increase in receptive vocabulary or an increase in

attention, neither, or both.

Some of the above mentioned problems have been

eliminated in the Modified Peabody Picture Vocabulary

Test used by Ali and Costello (1971). The modified

version consists of 70 items randomized for difficulty

level, specified stimulus instructions.and controlled

schedules of reinforcement. Both the test-retest

coefficient and overall scores of black preschool
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children were higher.for the modified version than the

standard version of the PPVT. Further use and develop-

ment of this modified version as well as the ETS short

(60 item) modified version, is encouraged in future studies

with preschoolers.

Even though the PPVT has correlated faitly high with

other intelligence and language measures and has loaded

highest on the "g" factor (general information -- processing

ability) in factor analyses of the ETS Longitudinal data

(Shipman, 1971), it is recommended that it-be used only as

a measure of receptive vocabulary at this time. As Costello

and Ali state: "While Form A of the Peabody could be used

as first approximation in a continuing assessment program,

scores cannot be considered alone for either intellectual or

language evaluation' (1971, p. 755)."
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Preschool Inventory

Purpose

The Preschool Inventory (PSI)

...was developed to give a measure of achievement in
areas regarded as necessary for success in school.
The Inventory is by no means culture free; in fact,
one aim in its development was to provide educators
with an instrument that would permit them to highlight
the degree of disadvantage which a child from a de-
prived background has at the time of entering school
so that any observed deficits might be reduced or
eliminated. Another goal was to develop an instru-
ment that was sensitive to experience and could thus
be used to demonstrate changes associated with educa-
tional intervention." (Cooperative Tests and Services,

1970, p. 4.)

Description

Two versions of the PSI have been used in the HSPV Study.

A 64-item version (Revised Edition - 1970) was used in the

first two years of the study. The 64 items include 21 on

general knowledge, two on listening and work meanings, ten

on listening and comprehension, four on writing and form

copying, 24 on quantitative concepts, and three on speaking

and labeling. In the manual published by Cooperative Tests

and Services (1970) the items are divided into four main

areas: Personal-Social Responsiveness (18 items), Vocabulary

(12 items), Concept Activation-Numerical (15j_tems), and

Concept Activation-Sensory (19 items). Most (60%) of the items

require a verbal response from the child while the rest require

him to follow directions such as "Point to the middle checker"

or "Color the triangle orange."
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Only 32 items, all of which were in the Revised Edition-

1970, were used in the third year of the HSPV Study with the

Hertzig-Birch coding. Representative item examples include:

1. Pointing to and naming body parts.

2. Prepositional concepts such as "on", "behind", and
"under".

3. General knowledge such as "What is your first name?"
and "What does a dentist do?"

4. Numerical concepts such as "middle", "last", and
"more".

5. Copying forms.

6., Recognizing colors.

7. Motoric.reproductionS such as "how a ferris wheel
goes".

Tne total PSI score for either version was defined as

the total number of correct items. Separate analyses were

done in the third year on the Hertzig-Birch codes. (See

Hertzig-Birch section of this report for a complete explanatic,11.)

Development of Instrument

The Preschool Inventory was originally constructed by .

B. Caldwell in the summer of 1965 to provide Projeict Head

Start with a practical measure or preschool - achievement. The

test was intended to measure educational achievement for

three to six year olds on skills traditionally expected of

middle-class kindergarten children. It was designed as a

practical measure, more a criterion-reference, classroom

test to be used by teachers for diagnostic purposes than

a test of psychometric intelligence of generalized cognitive

ability. In addition, since the instrument was intended for
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use in the field, there was a concern that it require

minimal training or special expertise to administer, and

simple equipment (Cooperative Tests and Services, 1970).

Caldwell was responsible for an initial list. 161

questions, from which 85 were selected on the basis of a

preliminary study and clinical item-analysis. The%original

list of questions was designed to measure performance in

seven basic areas:

1. Basic information and vocabulary.
2. Number concepts and ordination.
3. Concepts of size, shape, motion and color.
-4. Concepts of time, object class and social functions.
5. Visual-motor performance.
6. Following instructions.
7. Independence and self-help.

In the statistical analysis which led to the formulation of.

the original 85-item test, a principal components factor

analysis revealed that the 16.1 original questions involved

four factors: concept activation (numerical and sensory),

independent action, personal-social responsiveness, and

associative vocabulary. It was decided to remove altogether

the questions contributing to the "independent action" factor,

and to weigh. the "concept activation" factor doubly ire the .

final 85-item test since it clearly accounted for the great--;

est number of shared variance: In the. 85-item test there

also was a preference for questions highly correlated_ with.

total test score, questions which varied in difficulty, and

questions which were interesting to. the children. taking the

test (Caldwell, 1967; Cooperative Tests and Services, 1970),
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Since the original eormulation of the test, the inventory

has been reduced in length: first in 1968-69 when it was'cut

to 64 items (Revised Edition) and then again in 1970-71 when

the HSPV 32-item version and a Follow Through 29-item version

were created. Each of the revisions involved eliminating some

of the original 85 items without adding new ones to the test.

The 64-item version was also used in the 1968-69 Head Start

national evalUation (Research Triangle, 1972), and in the

first two years of the ETS longitudinal study (Shipman, 1972).

The 29-item version was used in a ]971 Follow Through pilot

study (Emrick, 1972). The three items of the 32-item PSI

dropped in the 29-item vesion are "What is your first name"

and "`dolor the triangle orange" (counts as 2 items). The

32-item version is also being used in the Home Start study

(Hi/Scope, 19i3).

Standardization

The original standardization of the 64-item PSI is based on

the responses of1531 children tested in fall 1969 in over 150

Head Start classes throughout the United States. This sample

includes only children tested in English. Some regional

data, based on 107'to 248 subjects "per region per age level,

are available. Pe'rcentile ranks for each agE.% group and

some of the regions are given in the manual (Cooperative

Tests and Services 1970). The number of children, mean

scores and standard deviations for each of the age groups
4

are summarized "in Table 1.
,q
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The Research Triangle InStitute (1972) reports the scores

on the 64-item PSI for the 1968-69 Head Start national evalua-

tion sample. Mean. scores of a subsample of 1162 children

ranging in age from 2-7 to 6-0 years were slightly above

those of the original standardization sample.

The 64-item PSI scores (mean and S.D.) for Year 1 and

Year 2 of the ETS Longitudinal Study are presented in Table

2 (Shipman, et al., 1911; Shipman, 1972). The mean score

for the year i sample (42-59 months) was 27.9 (S.E. = 11.9,

N = 1974); the meal, score for the year 2 sample (51 -69 months)

was 38.1 C.D.F. = 12.3, N = 1311). In both years girls, who had

a mean score of 29.1 (S.D. = 11.8) in Year 1 and a mean score

.of 40.0 (S.D. = 11.7) in Year 2, obtained significantly higher

scores than boys, who had a mean score of 26.8 (S.D. = 11.9)

in Year 1 and a mean score of 36.5 (S.D. = 12.6) in Year 2.

PSI (64-item) normative data for the Fall 1970 HSPV sample

is reported in Tables 3-9. Norm tables based on three month

age divisions (ten groupings from 42-44 months to 69-71 months)

give the number of children, the mean score and the standard

deviations at each age level for the following groupings..in

the HSPV sample: total (Table 3), children with previous pre-

school experience (Table 4), children with no previous pre-

school experience (Table 5), black children (Table 6), white

children (Table 7) , females (Table 8) , and males (Table 9) .

The mean score for the total sample (N = 2134) was 35.188

(S.D. = 12.216). Children with previous preschool experience



TABLE 2

DISTRIBUTION OF 64-ITEM PSI SCORES FOR THE
ETS HEAD START' LONGITUDINAL SAMPLE

1

Year 1

-1336'

Ae Group Number. Mean Score' S.D.

3-6 to 3-8 89 22.3 1 11.4

.1

/

3-9 to 3-11 317 25.0 10.9

4-0 to 4-2 348 26.4 11.5

4-3 to 4-5 392 29.0 11.6

4-6 to 4-8 270 32.1 12.0

4-9 to 4-11 58 j. 35.3 12.6
1

TOTAL 1974 27.9 I 11.9

Age Group : Number\

82
..

S69 \

,

Mean S59.re

..,...,

-.35-.2-4

35.8

S.D.

11.2

12.3

4-3 to 4-5

4-6 to 4-8

479,,itoe211'' 306 \ ,37.3 12.0_

___. I

-
_i.,

5-0 to 5-2' 351 1 39.0 i 11.7
1 /

5 -3 to 5-5 ' 247 \ 41.6 I 13.2

---.5:1! to 5-8 16
\

42.1 I 10.4

TOTAL
--,

1p1T----..... 38.1- 12.3 ,

1 Reported in Shipman, 1972.

2 Maximum score = 64.
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had a higher mean (n = 407, mean = 40.4, S.D. = 11.7) than

children with no previous preschool experience (n = 1727,

mean = 34.0, S.D. = 12.0) (Tables 4 and 5). While children

had a higher mean score (n = 759, mean = 37.5, S.D. = 12.8)

than the black children (n = 1122, mean = 33.7, S.D. = 11.6)

(Tables 6 and 7). Unlike the scores reported in the ETS

Longitudinal Study by Shipman (1972) , the mean scores for

males and females were within one point of each other

(Tables 8 and 9) .

Norms for the 32-item PSI for the Fall 1971 HSLV sample

are available in Tables 10-17. Based on 15 three-month age

intervals from 36-38 months to 78-80 months, these tables

give the number of children, the mean score, and the standard

deviation at each age level for the following subgroups of

the HSPV sample: total sample (Table 10), males (Table 11).

females (Table 12), children with previous preschool experience

(Table 13), children with no previous preschool experience

(Table 1 utlte children (Table 15), black children (Table

16), and Mexit..!an-American-Ohildren (Table 17). The mean score

for the total sample (N = 2972) was 14.4585 (S.D. = 6.163) .

Scores in all the "tables increased with age-. The difference

in mean scores, for males (14.189, S.D. = 6.177) and females

(14.995; S.D. = 6.121) was less than'one Point. There was a

large difference (3 points or one-half of,a standard deviation)

between means for children with previOus preschool experience

(17.131, S.D. = 6.308) and children wiLh previous preschool
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TABLE 3

DISTRIBUTION OF 64-ITEM PSI SCORES FOR ALL CHILDREN

IN THE FALL 1970 HSPV SAMPLE1

Age (Months) N Mean Score 2
S.D.

42-44 8 20.500 11.533
45-47 63 . 24.667 10.788
48-50 204 27.108 9.955
51-53 316 30.203 10.914
54-..",6 341 33.179 11.605
57-59 348 35.589 11.047
60-62 270 38.867 11.468
63-65 228 39.978 11.123
66-68 180 41.006 10.905
69-71 176 43.244 10.918

TOTAL 2134 35.188 12.216

-Includes all children; not in Level, I sites, Oraibi or
Fresno;' who had ac?equate information on sex, age, race
and preschool experience.

2Maximum score = 64.
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TABLE 4

DISTRIBUTION. OF 64-ITEM PSI SCORES FOR ALL CHILDREN WITH

PREVIOUS .PRESCHOOL EXPERIENCE IN-THE FALL 1970 HSPV SAMPLE1

Age (Months) N Mean Score 2 S.D.

42-44 0 --- - --

45-47 6 32.500 14.683
48-50 22 30.727 10.639
51-53 28 31.643 11.539
54-56 59 37.559 10.890
57-59 61 37.902 9.220
60-62 69 42.870 11.647
63-65 68 43.382 10.637
66-68 47 42.936 11.358
69-71 47 47.298 9.516

TOTAL 407 40.378 11.737

1
Includes children; not in Level I sites, Oraibi or Fresno;
who had adequate information on sex, race, age,. and preschool
experience.

2Maximum score = 64.
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TABLE 5

DISTRIBUTION OF 64-ITEM PSI SCORES FOR ALL CHILDREN WITH

NO PREVIOUS PRESCHOOL EXPERIENCE IN THE FALL 1970 HSVP SAMPLE'

Age (Months) Mean Score S.D.

42-44 8 20.500 11.533
45-47 57 23.849 9.940
48-50 182 26.670 9.779
51-53 288 30.063 10.841
54-56 282 32.262 11.540
57-59 287 35.098 11.338
60-62 201 37.493 11.078
63-65 160 38.531 11.009
66-68 133 40.323 10.657
69-71 129 41.767 11.022

TOTAL 1727 33.965 12.004

.1
Includes children; not in Level I sites, Oraibi or Fresno;

who had adequate information on sex, race, age, and preschool
experience.

2
Maximum score = 64.
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TABLE 6

341

DISTRIBUTION OF 64-ITEM PSI SCORES FOR BLACK CHILDREN

IN THE FALL 1970 HSPV:SAMPLE
1

Age (Months) Mean Score-
.)

S.D.

42-44 3 25.333 11.441
45-47 39 24.667 9.444
48-50 128 26.813 9.257
51-53 171 29.427 10.447
54-56 187 32.059 11.530
57-59 190 34.463 10.710
60-62 10.8 36.169 10.413
63-65 107 39.617 9.973
66-68 84 39.548 10.208
69-71 105 41.114 11.420

TnTAL 1122 33.774 11.622'

1 Includes children; not in Level I sites, Oraibi or Fresno;
who had ade:juate information on sex, age, race, and preschool
experience.

2Maximum score = 64.
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TABLE 7

DISTRIBUTION OF 64-ITEM PSI SCORES FOR WHITE CHILDREN

IN THE FALL 1970 HSPV SAMPLE'

Age (Months) N Mean Score 2 S.D.

42-44 5 17.600 10.575 1

45-47 24 24.667 12.671
48-50 67 28.209 11.433
51-53 118 31.492 11.568
54-56 124 35.548 11.658
57-59 117 38.410 )10.957
60-62 108 41.407 11.546
63-65 86 42.965 10.870
66-68 60 45.583 10.185
69-71 50 47.600 8.911

TOTAL 759 37.510 112.802

1 InclUdes children; not in Level I sites, Oraibi or Fresno;
who had adequate information on sex, age, race, and preschool
experience.

2Maximum score = 64.
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TABLE 8

DISTRIBUTION OF 64-ITEM PSI SCORES FOR FEMALES

.IN THE FALL 1970 HSPV SAMPLE 1

Age (Months) N Mean Score 2
S.D.

--

42-44 4 19.750 13.141
45-47 33 23.879 8.943
48-50 102 29.382 10.186
51-53 150 30.567 11.342
54-56 176 33.778 11.535
57-59 160 36.256 10.613
60-62 136 38.051 11.366
63-65 316 39.784 11.439
66-68 89 42.011 11.268
69-71 84 43.583 10.864

TOTAL 1050 35.605 12.127

1
Includes children; not in Level I sites, Oraibi or Fresno;

who had adequate information on sex, race, age, and preschool
experience.

2
Maximum score = 64,
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TABLE 9

DISTRIBUTION OF 64-ITEM PSI SCORES FOR MALES

IN THE FALL 1970 HSPV SAMPLE
1

Age (Months) N
2

Mean Score S.D.

42-44 4 21.250 9.601
45-47 30 25.533 12.449
48-50 102 24.833 9.172
51-53 166 29.873 10.502
54-56 165 32.539 11.644
57-59 188 35.021 11.374
60-62 134 39.694 11.512
63-65 112 40.199 10.782
66-68 91 40.022 10.444
69-71 92 42.935 10.958

TOTAL 1084 34.785 12.289

1
Includes children; not in Level I sites, Oraibi or Fresno;

who had adequate information on sex, ago, race, and preschool
experience.

2Maximum score =
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TABLE 10

DISTRIBUTION OF 32-ITEM PSI SCORES FOR ALL CHILDREN

IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLE1

Age (Months) N
2

Mean Score S.D.

36-38 4 7.750 4.815

39-41 4 6.750 1.479

42-44 1r) 8.316 3.948

45-47 70 10.486 4.628

48-50 248 10.835 4.733

51-53 451 11.410 5.061

54-56 468 12.571 5.076

57-59 461 13.733 5.260

60-62 389 16.470 5.632

63-65 269 17.156 5.520

66-68 267 18.311 5.494

69-71 222 20.144 ,5.761

72-74 92 20.054 6.030

75-77 5 16.800 9.704

78-80 3 12.667 6.944

TOTAL 2972 14.585 6.163

1Includes all children with adequate age information
not in Level I sites.

2Maximum score = 32.
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TABLE 11

DISTRIBUTION OF 32-ITEM PSI SCORES FOR MALES

IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLE 1

Age (Months) N
2

Mean Score S.D.

36-38
39-41 1 7.000
42-44 C 8.u00 3.464
45-47 43 10.605 5.297
48-50 123 10.927 4.811
51-53 235 10.821 4.951
54-56 241 12.166 5.138
57-59 233 13.129 5.188
60-62 207 lb.295 5.538
63-65 124 16.726 5.669
66-68 142 17.669 5.524
69-71 103 19.670 6.307
72-74 49 19.898 6.149
75_77 3 24.667 1.247
78-80 2 17.000 4.000

I

.

TOTAL
,

L___

1512 14.189 6.17;

lIncludes all children witY adequate age information
pot in Level I sites.

2Maximum score = 32.



A

;347

TABLE 12

DISTRIBUTION OF 32-ITEM PSI SCORES FOR FEMALES

IN THE PALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLE1

Age (Months) N Mean Score 2

. .

S.D.

.

36-38 4 7.750 4.815
39-41 3 6.667: 1.700,
42-44 13 8.462 4.144
45-47 27 10.296 3.287
48-50 125 10.744 . 41654
51-53 216 12.051 5.10
54-56 227 13.000 4.975
57-59 228 14.331 5.262
60-62 182 16.670 '' 5.729
63-65 145 17.524, 5.363
66-68 125 19.040_ 5.3E7
69-71 k 119 20.555 .5.208
72-874 43 20,233 5.886
75-77 2 5.000 ,1.000

76-00 1 4.000

.

. ,

TOTAL 1460 14.995 6.121

. %,.

1 Includes all children with
not in Level I sites.

2
Maximumscore = 32.

adequate age information

ti
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TABLE 13

DISTRIBUTION OF 32-iUM PSI SCORES FOR ALL CHILDREN WITH

PREVIOUS PRESCHOOL` EXPERIENCE IN THE FALL 1971 HSPVSAMPLE1

Age (Months) N Mean Score-2 S.D.

36-38
39-41
42-44, 2 12.000 3.000
45-47 6 13.000 3.266
48-50 35 12..43 5.861
51-53 63 13.048 5.311
54-56 57 13.193 5..602

57-59 81 14.975 5.589
60-62 121 17.694 5.614
63-65 99 17.192 5.810
66-68 96 19.677 5.090
69-71 q9 20.576 5.822
72-74 1 22.150 5.213
75-77 3 24.667 1.247
78-80 2 8.500 4.500

TOTAL 7t., 17.131 6.308

Q.

lIncludes all childFen with addgr_te age information
not'in Level.I sites .

?Maximum score = 32.
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TABLE 14

DISTRIBUTION OF 32-ITEM PSI SCORES FOR ALL CHILDREN WITH

NO PREVIOUS PRESCHOOL EXPERIENCE IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLE
1

Age (Months1
2

Mean Score S.D.

36-39 4 7.750 4.815
39-41 4 6.750 1.479
42-44 16 7.625 3.789
45-47 63 10.159 4L647
48-50 207 10.628 4.512
51-53 374 11.176 4.932
51-56 397 12.542 5.024
57-59 368 13.380 5.112
60-62 257 15.887 5.556
63-65 162 17.019 5.395
66-68 165 17.442 5.586
69-71 119 19.924 5.545
72-74 52 18.442 6.119
75-77 2 5.000 1. )0

78-80 1 21.000

TOTAL 2191 13.775 5.8.88

1Includes all children with adequate age informati.)n
not in Level 1 sites.

2Maximum ore. rx, 32.
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DISTRIBUTION OF 32-ITEM PSI SCORES 'OR WHITE CHILDREN

IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SA'1PLE1

Age (Months) N -

,

Mean SCore
2

S.D.

36-38 -

39 -41 3 7.333 1.247
42-44 7 8.714 4.832
45-47 31 11.097 5.526
48-50 91 12.341 5.263
51-51 -177 13.119 5.564
54-56 203 14.079 5.464
57-59 187 15.176 5.137

60-62 164 17.762 5.484

63-65 95 18.147 5.113

66-68 99 19.364 5.221

69-71 82 22.012 5.339

72 74 52 20.962 5.170

75-77 3 24.667 1.247

78 -80 2 8.500 4.500
a

TOTAL 1196 15.977 6.172

1Includes all children with adequate age information
not in Level I sites.

2Maximum score = 32.
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TABLE r6

DISTRIBUTION OF 32-ITEM PSI-SCORES FOR BLACK CHILDREN

IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLE'

Age (Months) N Mean. Score2 S.D.

36-38 4 7.750 4.815
39-41' 1 5.000
42-44 12 8.083 3.303
45-47 39 10.000 3.693
48-50 135 9.830 4.130
51-53 202 10.124 4.313
54-56 203 11.148 4.338
57-59 194 12.711 5.153
60-62 149 15.101 5.311
63-65 123 16.041 5.235
66-68 115 17.913 5.320
69-71 117 18.838 5.756
774 38 19.026 6.819
75-77 2 5.000 1.000
78-80 1 21.000

,

TOTAL 1335 13.382 5.918

1lncludes all children with adequate age information
not in Leve1 I sites.

2Maximum score = 32.'
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.DISTRIBUTION OF-32-ITEMPSI SCORES FOR MEXICAN AMERICAN

CHILDREN IN THE. FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLE1

,Age (Months) N Mean Score
2

S.D.

36-38 - --

39 -41 --
42 -44
45-47
48 -50 19 11.684 3.742
51-53 67. 10.716 4.428
54-56 51 12.235 4.676
57-59 66 13.348 4.845

60-62 67 16.075 5.503

63-65 49 17.837 6.428
66-68 50 17.160 6.130

69-71 19 20.158 5.304

72-74 ___

75-.77 . 77--

78-80
___

TOTAL 388 . 14.528 5.973

Includes all children with adequate age information
not in Level I sites.

2Maximum score = 32.
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experience (13.775, S.D. = 5.888). The mean score for white

children (15.977, S.D. = 6.172) was higher than the mean

score for Mexican-American children (14.528, S.D. = 5.973)

and for black children (13.382, S.D. = 5.918).

Reliability

64-item PSI. In general, the reliability estimates

for the 64-item PSI are high. Two kinds of reliability

estimates -- KR-20's and split-half (odd-even) coefficients,

corrected for length by the Spearman-Brown formula -- are

listed in Table 18 for each of the age groups in the

standardization sample (Cooperative Tests and Services,

1970, p. 21) .

The alpha coefficient for the total ETS sample was

.92 in Year 1 (n = 1467) and .93 in Fear 2 (n = 1311) . The

correlation between Year 1 and Year 2 scores was .66, one of

the highest stability coefficients i,, the ETS study.(Shipman,

1972) '.

Reliability estimates (KR-20'0 for the total sample

and subsamples in the Fall 1969 and Fall 1970 HSPV samples

are listed in Tables 19 and 20. The KR-20 for the Fall 1969

sample was .925. The range of the 55 coefficients calculated

for the Fall 1969 scores (Table 19) was from .825 = 15) for

northern old white child an with previous preschoolexperiencp

to .938 (n = 175) for northern children with previous pre-

school experience. Only two coefficients out of 55 were below
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TABLE 18

INTERNAL RELIABILITY ESTIMATES FOR THE 64-ITEM
PSI TEST 3ASED ON THi HEAD START STANDARDIZATION
SALPLE IL4 FA-1,L 1969.

A-e Grou KR-20 Corrected Split-Half

3-0 to 3-11 158 .88 .84

4-0 to 4-5 528 .88 .89

4-6 to 4-11 438 .86 .90

5-0 to 5-5 259 .89 .90

5-6 to 6.5' 148 .92 ., .93

TO'TAL 1531, .91 ' .92

1

Reported by Cooperative Tests and SerVices, 1970,
in Preschool Inventory Revised Edition - 1970:
Handbook.

._.10111,



35g.

TABLE 19

KR-20 RELIABILITIES'FOR FALL, 1969 HSPV 64 -ITEM PSI SCORES

n mean4 S.D. KR-20

1
1

Total 1674 38.550 12.116 .925

Black 1163 37.017 12.194 .925

White 511 42.039 11.192 .915
-.

.

Male 811 37.629 12.226 .925

Female 857 39.473 11.919 .924

Young
3 799 33.229 11.076 .906

Old 875 43.409 10.931 .913

Previous 541 43.996 11.561 .925
Preschool

No Previous 1133 35.950 11.501 .913
Preschool

North 636 36.030 12.914 .935

South 1038 40.094 11.333 .914

1
Sample includes all blacks and whites between 35 and 77
months at October 1 1969, who had a fall test scort2 and
data on the previous preschool experience question.

2 Maximinv; score is 64.

3Young is less than 60 months old is,yreater than 59 months.
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TABLE 20

KR-20RELIABILITIES FOR FALL 1970 HSPV 64 -ITEM PSI SCORES

n mean2 S.D. KR-20

Total' 2591 35.185 12.184 .924

Black 1314 33.808 11.515 .915

White 935 37.440 12.798 .933

Male . 1337 34.632 12.214 .924

Female 1254 35.774 12.130 .924

Young 3 1151 30.387 11.382 .911

Old 1439 39.0:5 11.413 .915

Previous 476 , 40.245 11.771 .923
Preschool

No Previous 2108 34.003 11.983 .921
Preschool

0.

North 1503 34.239 12.(81 .922

South 10-_,rs 36.491 12.211 .926

1
Sample includes all children who were not in a revel I site
or Oraibi between 32 and 79 months at October 1, 1970.

Note: 98% of the children were between 41 and 71 months.
Spanish-speaking children are included in the total
sample.

2 Maximum score is 64.

3Young is less than 57 months; old is greater than 56 months.
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.88. The KR-20 for the Fall 1970 sample was .924. The range

of coefficients for the Fall 1970 PSI scores (Tablas 20) was

from .832 (n = 45) for southern young blacks with previous

preschool experience to .947 (n = 45) for young whites with

previous preschool xperi,-snce. Only four KR-20's were under 4

.8b.

32 -it -'n PSI. In Fall :.971 the 32-item version of the

PSI was included in a test-retest/inter-tester reliability

study conducted by the Huron Institute and SRI. Details of

this study using two sites in the third year HSPV sample are

reported in Appendix A. In general, the test-retest relia-

bilities were high and there were no significant tester

efEects. The range of test-retest coefficients for a sample

of approximately 20 children after,a two week interval was

prom .833 (paraprofessional B - paraprofessional B) to .952

(paraprofessional A paraprofessional A). Internal consis-

tency estimates (KR-20's) were high, considering th2 sample

was small. The KR-20 was .84 for the test condition (n = 152)

and ..84 for the retest condition (n = 142).

Internal consistency coefficients (KR-20's) for the

Fall 1971 HSPV total sample and main subsamples are listed in

Table 21. The KR-20 for the total sample (n = 3176) was .824.

The KR-20's for 92 subsamples with a size greater than 20

ranged from .681 for young black males with no previous pre-

school experience (n = 241) to .905 for Mexican-American females

with previous preschool experience (n,= 21). About two-thirds

(67%) of these KR-20's were greater than .80 while only 4% were
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TABLE 21

358

KR-20 RELIABILITIES FOR FALL 1971 32 -ITEM PSI SCORES

n raan 2
S.D. KR-20

Totall 3176 14.449 6.158 .824

Black 1415 13.224 5.912 .815

White 1277 15.876 6.173 .825

Mexican- 425 14.337. 6.004 .813
American

Male 1574 14.111 6.172 .826.

Female 1526 14.896 6.156 .823

Young 3 1338 11.565 5.082 .765

Old 1741 16.752 5.981 ,811

Previous '760 16.896 6.400 .837
Preschool

No Previous 2336. 13.652 5.877 .810
Preschool

1
Includes all children with adequite,age information` not
.in Level I sites.

Maximum score = 32.

3 Young is less than 57 months; old is greater than 56 months.
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greater than .85. If the Spearman-Brown fomula 1 is applied to

the 32-item PSI reliability estimato (.824), the estimated

reliability for a test double iff length is .964. This estimate

is almost identical to the KR-20's calculated for the Fall 1969

(KR-20 = .925) and Fall 1970 (KR-20 = .924) 64-item PSI scores.

The internal consistency reliability (alpha coefficient)

for the Fall 1972 Home Start sarrple'(n not given) was .83

(Hi/Scope, 1973).

29-item PSI. In the Fall 1971 Follow Through evaluation

(Emrick, 1972), the 29-item version of the PSI was included in

a supplementary battery given to kindergarten and entering
ti

first grade children in 17 projects. The measures of internal

consistency were adequate for the test and retest given two

to three wleeks later. The range of KR-20 coefficients was

.673 to .964 (average .834) for the test condition and .q62

to .933 (average %839) for the retest condition. The test -

retest coefficient for the entire sample (n = 597) after a

2-3 week interval was .845.

Item and Score Characteristics

64-item PSI. In the rdization data test difficulty

is measured by expressing' mean raw scores as a percehtage.af

4'

2r1 r * =
l+r

, where r* = estimated reliability for test double,le,

and r = reliability of test.

/
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the total number of questions on.the test. Three-year o1ds

got an average of forty percent o'f test questions correct'

while children five-and-a-half to six-and-a-half got an

average of about sixty-six percent correct. The standard-

ization sample did not indicate ceiling effects, although

further subgroup analyses might reveal zUch effects for

certain older groups,. Mean biserial.correlations between

each item and total score of children increased with age,

ranging from .45 (3-0 to 3-1) to .56 ("5 to 6-5).

(Cooperative Tests and Services, 1970)

Close analyses of the' frequency distributions for fall

1969 and Spring 1970 PSI scores. of four HSPV subsamples

(young white, yourig black,.old-white, old' black) reveal

there is a ceiling effect,iii-the spring scores of older- white

children (see Table 22). In spring 1970 twenty percent of

the older white children were at the three top scores,

'(score 62--6%; score 63-710%; score 64--4%).
, -

Factor-analyses donq by Shipman et al." (1971) on the,

ETS Longl,.tudinal sample and by the Huron Institute on the

fall 1969 HSPV'sample do not find the four factors which were

found in the original study. The factor analysis done on one

.ubgroup in the 1969-70 HSPV data (older blacks in Fall.l969)
0

revealed the, existence of on1 one factor. The first three

eigenvalues obtained were 9.3C, 2.54, and 2.15. The first

value accounted for 14.5%of the total varicnce.,
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32-item PSI. 'The distribution of .32 -item PSI scores

for the Fall 197A and Spring 1972 HSPV samples were normally-

/
shaped. Theri was_uo indication of a ceiling effect for the

total sample or any possible subsamples in either fall or

-spring.'

A principal components analysis followed by a varimax
. 1

rotation of the Fall 1971 HSPV 32-item PSI scores substantiated

the existenr-e of one general factor. The analysis produced

9 eigenyalues greater than 1.0; the sum of 9 factors accounted

for 47% of the variance. The largest cigcnIalue was 5.073 hic
, V

accounted-far 19%.of the total variance. The next eight

digenvalues ranged from 1.452 to 1.002. A similar factor

analysis done on the Home Start Fall 1972 data confirms the

HSPV finding of ,one factor. In the Home Start analysis, the

first factor accounted for 18%,of the total variance (Hi/Scope,

1973) .

The percent passing each item of the 32 -item ,PSI for five

age groups (3-1/2, 4, 4-1/2, 5, 5-1/2 years) of the Fall 1971

HSPV sample are lister n table 23. The rtmdst difficult items

across all'the age groups were items #17 (How mx.y do 'you

have ?) , #24 (Which of 2 groups has more checkers?) , #7 (Put

2 cars behind the middle box), #10 (Where would yeti look for

a lion?), and #22 (Point to the see6nd checker) . The easiest

item for all age grcups'was item #1 (Khat your fist name?) .

Other items which were relatively easy for 511 age groups wt.:re

#2 (Show me your shoulder) , #25 (point to. the sirawing most 1,24.ke.
4
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TABLE 23

32-ITEM PRESCHOOL INVENTORY: PERCENT PASSING EACH ITEM

ITEM 3-1/2 4

Ag s 1

4-1/2 5 5-1/2

1 91 93 89 90 93
2 69 65 69 78 87
3 51 60 65 75 83

47,
4 30 38 45 60 67
5 20 36e 43 52 61
6 08 21 22 34 40
7 06 08 10 17 25
8 51 49 56 64 71
9 24 31 36 49 57

10 06 I6 24 34 36
11 26 25 38 53 60
12 12 32 35 44 48
13
L4

st,

08
32

1
48

24
52

33
63

40
71

15 42 .47 54 63 73
16 08 19 24 38 54
17 00 02 03 07 14
18 34 53 56 61 66
19 20 36 44 -. 56 72
20 18 30 31 41 48
21 14 20 25 33 47
22 08 15 17 20 33
23 22 37 36 44 42
24, 00 04 05 12 16 01.^:51

25 59 66 68 78 81
26 02 14 22 38 57
27 02 06 08 20 .35

28 59 58 58 68 75
29 18 33 39 44 50
30 30 31 33 42 49
31 22 37 41 49 60
32 22 50 54 67 77

n = 49 01 912 835 521,

1 Intervals include 2 months before and 4 months after
indicated age (e.g., 4-year-old category includes children
from 46 to 51 months).
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a tent), and #28 (Which one [of the crayons] s the color of

night?). For the remaining items, the percent passing

increased with age.

The percent passing each item of the 32-item PSI were

also computed for the Home Start pilot data (Hi/Scope, 1973).

In general, the findings were very similar to the HSPV results.

The most difficult' items for all ages were #7, #17, #24, #26

(Make one like this [point to square] .) and #12 (Which way

does a phonograph record go?). The easiest item for all ages

was item #1.

Item intercorrelations and item-total correlations for

the HSPV Fall 1971 data are listed in Table 24. In general

all of the item intercorrelations were low. None were

negative and the few highest we in the .40's. The item

intercorrelations computed for the Home Start data (Hi/Scolie,

1973) were also low; a few of these correlations were negative.

The item-total correlations (not corrected for overlap)

for the HSPV data ranged from .14(item #1 - What is yoUr first

name?) to .59 (item #19 - Point to the' middle checker). The

mean item total correlations was .42. Seven of the correla-

tions were greater than .50, and two (item #14 and item #23

Which of these two groups has less checkers in it?) were less

than .20.

The item-total correlations (corrected for overlap) for

the Home Start data (Hi/Scope, 1973) ranged from .03 (item

#22 Point to the second checker) to .54 (item #6 - Put the

blue car under, the green box, and item #19 - Point to the
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middle checker). The mean item-total correlation was .34.

Three of the correlations were greater than .50, and five

were less than .20.

29-item PSI. The mean score for the overall Follow

Through fall 1971 supplementary battery sample (n = 451)

for the test condition was 16.7 (about 58% correct) with

a standard deviation of 5.71. Initial test mean scores

for the 17 projects ranged from 12.6 to 20.0- The overall

difficulty levels, which ranged generally from 30% to 70%,

seemed-appropriate for this sample. The few items which

were the easiest or most difficult on the pretest were also

the easiest or most difficult on the posttest. The easiest

items are at the beginning of_the test. There did not seem

to be any ceiling or floor effects in the scores for this

sample (Emrick, 1972) .

Correlations with Other Tests

64-item PSI. Correlations of the 64-item PSI scores

and Stanford-Binet IQs are available for the standardization

sample (Cooperative Tests and Services,
oh

1971). The correla-

tions rarged from .39 (ages 3-0 to 3-11) to .65 (ages 5-0 to

5-5) .

Correlations of the 64-item PSI scores with the NYU

Booklets 3D and 4A, the Motor Inhibition Subtests, the CPSCS,

the Eight-Block Sort success scores, and the Stanford-Binet
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IQ and MA for the fall 1970 HSPV sample are listed-in Table 25.

Correlations with the NYU Booklet 3D (.696) and the Stanford-

Binet MA (.756) are the highest. The former correlation is

a good concurrent validity estimate for the P$1, since the '3D

Booklet is an achievement test which measures many similar

relational concepts. The lower correlation (.467) between

the 4A Booklet and the PSI Iis not surprising since the PSI

only includes a few items of recognizing numbers, letters,

and shapes. If the correlations with the NYU Booklets are

corrected for unreIiabilityl, the estimated correlations

between the true score components of the tests are .90 for

Booklet 3D and .59 for Booklet_4A.

The correlations.of the PSI with the other tests in the

ETS Longitudinal Study (Shipman, 1972) support its use as an

achievement measure. Correlations with other cognitive-per-.

ceptual tests were the highest. The correlation with the

PPVT was .58 in Year 1 and .66 in Year2. Other 64-item PSI

correlations of interest in the ETS Study are .47 in Year 1 and

.53 in Year 2 with the Eight-Block Sort Total Success Score,

.30 in Year 1 with ETS Enumeration I (pointing items), and .58 **

in Year 2 with ETS Enumeration II (counting items). In the

factor analyses of Year 1 and Year 2 data, the PSI had the

r121 . A
Using formula where r1.2 is the correlatioh-

lf7;2
between the two tests and tl, t2 are the reliability estimates
for the two tests.
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highest loading of any measure on the "g" factor (general

information - processing skills).

'32-item PSI. Correlations of the 32-item PSI with

other tests in the Fall 1971 HSPV battery are presented in

Table 26. The PSI had the highest correlations of any test

in the battery. The PSI correlated highest with the PPVT

(.665), the ETS Enumeration-Counting Subtest (.625) and

the ETS Enumeration Total Score (.584). orrelations with

the Fall WRAT subtests were in the .40-.50 ange. The PSI

correlations with the Eight-Block Sort sco ep were .305

(Placement), .443 (Reason), and .440 (Total) . CortCations

with the Brown Self-COncept Test, the MI-Truck-Subtest, and

the Touching and Same Number Matching Subeests of the ETS

Enumeration Test were low.

29-item PSI. Correlatioms of the 29-item PSI with

the Brown Self-Concept Test, the ITPA-Verbal Expression Sub-

test, and Faces Test were calculated for the fall 1971 Follow

Through supplemental battery sample (Emrick, 1972). Correla-

tions with the Brown were .293 (.est) and .378 (retest);

with Faces, .315 (test) and .334 (retest); and with the

ITPA-Verbal Expression Subtest, .556 (test) and .517 (retest)..

Remarks

The PSI is one of the best tests in the HSPV battery.

It is unpretentioUs about what it is trying to measure, and

because it assesses concrete attainments and verges on being

a criterion-reference measure, it can claim a face-validity
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lat other tests cannot., The PSI seems to be an adequate

measure of a young child's achievement. The 32-item version

may be more useful in future large scale evaluations than the

64-item version since, in additi9n to being shorter to give,

it has adequate reliability coefficients without any ceiling

effects in scores. Despite the excellent technical information

already available on various forms of the PSI, there are some

limitations which need to be resolved in future studies:

1. The ETS Study (Shipman, 1972) finding that there are

. large differences among SES groups.on the 64-item PSI indicates

that experience is necessary for the development of general

knowledge and substantiates the test designers' claim that the

test is not "culture-fair." The designers' refusal to- create *

a culture-fair test was based on the assumption that there

are a number, of skills which every child, Whatever his back-

ground, will have to possess to be successful in kindergarten.

It was argued that such a test should reflect the biases of

the school rather than mask them, since, all children sooner or

later have to succeed or fail according to gchool-defined notions

of achievement. Chis assumptions seems defensible, and even

laudable, if the test really'doe's tap generally necessary

skills and knowledge. But some critics have suggested that

the answers to certain PSI items reflect regional or ethnic

biases which do not have any influence on school success. Thus,

when a child is asked where he would expect to find a lion, he

might answer, "in a book" or "in the woods" as easily as "in
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. ..

-the zoo"; but by the PSI scoring sYst9m such an answer would -
i-

41 v_%na .. , i. P

be.,Marked wrong. 2,-1-Rewase.;. in the case of -the Tiestion, "Whd

do you go to when you feel sick?" it is wrong in the PSI for

the child to say he would go to the hospital. The correct

answer is "to a doctor" or "to a nurse." Continued item

development should rectify such problems..

2. On some PSI item's, the child is required to Identify

or reproduce two or more attributes simultaneously in giving -

his answer. A problem arises since some items are,scored

to allow a partially correct answer and some are not. Thus,

on the test item requesting that the child "color the triangle

orange", one pbint is given.for selecting the correct geo-

metric configuration and another for= using the right color.

But on the item requesting that the child "put the yellow
0,

car on the little box", the child's response is'either marked .

entirely correct or entirely incorrect, regardless o the

fact that a judgment of color, of size, and of relation must

be made. Critics suggest that credit should always be given

P for the understanding of individual task dimensions.

3. The PSI. may have stronger practice effects than

other tests. Study of such effects is needed.

4. Predictive validity estimatCs are needed for all

forms of the PSI.

4.
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Relevant Redundant Cue Concept Acquisition Task

Purpose

The Relevant Redundant Cue Concept Acquisition Test

(kRC), also called "Zings and-Poggles," was designed to

-measure concept acquisitiont learning ability, and attention
; 1

to the learning process. TAts of this Hype provide a means

of studying inductive reasoning processes in children. In

A

Cldition to showing something about
')
learning rates, the con-

cept acquisition task yields information about the strategies

the child uses in lea.rning a task in which two or more di-

Hmensions are redundark.... The concept acquisition 'strategies

of children seem especially. important to study during an

age period when these strategies are hypothesized to be

'changing (Weir, 1964).

Description

The task consists of 64 cards on which circles, rectangles

'and triangles are drawn. The first 48 cards are used as

part of the "training series". while the remaining 16 are

- used as.the "transfer series" or test. In the training ,

series, the child is shown a set of cards one at a time.

The child is asked to guess if the card is a "Zing" green and/or

rectangle) or a "Poggle" .(red and/or diamond) . During. the

period the child is told if his guess is correct and encouraged

to study the cards todetermine the difference between "Zings"

and "Poggles." Thetraining period is continued until the
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entire deck is exhausted or until the child has given twelve

consecutive correct responses. During the "transfer" or

"testing" period the child is asked to identify the "zings"

and "poggles" in a set of 16 cards with no help from the

tester. A score. of "1" is given for each correct answer in

the "transfer series." 'All other responses during the testing/

transfer Series are coded as follows: refusal, don't know,

request aid,- no response black, green,, red, other color,

oval, circle, square, rectangle, diamond, other shape, other name.

Development of instrument

The RRC was developed by Educatidnal Testing Service

in the late 1960's for use with four-to-nine-year-old child-

ren in their longitudinal study of disadvantaged children (1968).

Analyses of the RRC, results. will be published in a future

report on year II of their study. Since the RRC is a new

instrument, no other researchers have used it in studies.

Reliability

Internal consistency reliability coefficients (KR-20's)

for a portion of the Spring,1972 Head Start Planned Variation

sample are listed in Tabie 1. The KR-20 for the total sample

(n = 803) was .203. The estimates for approximately 85

subsamples with a sample size greater than 20 ranged from

.021 for older white males with no previous preschool experience

(n = 62) to .556 for older white males with previous preschool

experience (n = 26) . Only 10% of the KR-20 estimates were

greater than ..40. Most of them'were under .20 and a few were

e
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TABLE 1

KR-20 RELIABILITIES FOR SPRING 1972.11SPNTRRC SCORES

n mean 2
S.D. KR-20

Total1 03 8.824 2.207 0.203
Black. 2.240 0.223_)46 8 662
White 318 8.865 2.204 0.207
Mexican- 129 9.116- 2.130 0.156

American
Male 416 8.964 2.179 0.190
Female 387 8.674 2.227 0.216
Youn73- 322 8.770 2.199 0.192
Old 477 8.853 2.209 0:211
Previous 192 8.656 2.520 0.385

Preschool
No Previous 592. 8.873 2-.104 0.129

Preschool

1
Includes all children with adequate age information not
in Level I sites.

2Maximum score = 16.

3
Young is less than 57 mfiths; old is greater than 56 months.
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negative. This random fluctuatiop of estimates around

zero indicates that there was a great deal of guessing

occurring on the test.

Head Start Planned Variation Score Characteristics

The distribution of the Relevant Redundant. Cue Scores

for.all children in the Spring 1972 sample is presented in

,4Table 2. The mean score and standard deviation for each

three month age interval from 36-38 monthS to 78-80 months

are included. The mean score for the total sample (n = 799)

is 8.820 (S.D. = 2.205).

The distributions of scores in the spring for all

planned variation childremand all non-planned variation

children are bimodal (see Tables 3 and 4). These distribu-
.

tions. may be explained by the fact that c-hildren's scores are

partially determined by guessing and/or by knowing only one of

the two dimensions of a "zing" or a "poggle". If.the children

-were only guessing, the. scores would have been lower. If a

child knew one of the two .dimensions of a "zing" or a "poggle",

he-Would get approximately one-half of the items correct all

the time. If.the child knew one characteristic (such'as

"zing" is green) and guessed on items without that characteristic

(such as a black recta-:gle) , he would geta score slightly

under or over the mean:

so_
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TABLE 2

,DISTRIBUTION OF RRC (ZINGS RFD POGGLES) .SCORES

FOR ALL CHILDREN IN- THE SPRING 1972 HSPV SArPLE1

Age (Months) N Mean Score2 S.D.

36-38 ° 1 7.000
39-41 1 11.000 - - - --

42-44 5 8.200 1.720
45-47 17 8.235 1.733
48-50 65 8.938 2.423
51-53 113 8.823 2.215
54-56 120 8.725 2.117
57-59 125 8.704 2.102
60-62 104 9.096 1.949
63-65 77 9.026 2:313
66-68 85 8.882 2.198
69-71 53 8.528 2.270
72-74 32 8.563 2.783
75-77 1 13.000
78-80 _ - _____

TOTAL 799 8.820 2.205

'Includes allchildron with-adequate age information
not in Level I sites.

2
naximum score = 16.
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Remarks

Because there is not yet available technical information

on this instrument from the ETS Longitudinal Study anu only

a limited amo nt of information from the Head Start Planned

Variations Study Since was only given in the spring, the

Relevant Redundant Cue Test must be considered as an experi-

mental instrument in the beginning stages of development. From

the limited information available, it appears that the test is

too difficult for young children; perhaps it should only be

used with older children in future evaluations.

References

Educational Testing Service. Disadvantaged children and their
-first school experiences: theoretical considerations and
measurement strategies. Princeton, N. J.: ETS, 1968.

Weir, M. Developmental changes in problem solAng strategies.
Psychological Review, 1964, 71, 473-90.



Stahford-Binet Intelligence Scale

Purpose

382

The Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scale is a.measure of

"general intelligence" which is widely used in the United

States. Although it is called a test of intelligence, it

is just as much a measure of experience and achievement.

It is most often defined as a measure of general mental

adaptability for populations exposed to similar experiences.

It has high predictive validity in terms,Of future school

success.

Description

The Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scale, revised edition,

Form L-M, consists of different subtests graduated in dif-

ficulty according to age. It is an age scale test based

on the assumption that general intelligence is a trait that

develops with age. The primary criteria used in construct-

/
ing such a test are that the subtests be arranged in a scale

so that the mean mental_age_of-unseleeted-subiects is- the

same as their mean chronological age and that the varia-

bility of IQ scores remains approximately constant from age

to age. Early subtests (ages 2-3) contain non-verbal tasks

such as building blocks, the three hole board, and string-

ing beads. Later subtests have more verbal tasks such as

vocabulary, analogies, and number problems. A complete

description of the subtests is in the manual by Terman and
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Merrill (1960). Basal age is that level at which all tests

are passed which just precedes the level where the first

failure occurs. After a child's mental age (MA) is deter-

mined, it is converted to an IQ estimate using Pinneau's

revised IQ tables (Terman & Merrill, 1960). Only exper-

ienced Binet testers were used in the HSPV Study.

Development of Instrument

The Stanford-Binet was developed by Alfred Binet in

the late 1800's to identify the mentally defective children

in the Paris elementary schools. L. Terman published the

first revision of the original scale in 1916, standardizing

it for American children, ages 3-16. Terman defined

Intelligence Quotient as the.ratio of mental age to chrono-

logical age (MA/CA). In 1937 Terman and Merrill revised

the test again, making use of the age standards of perfor-

mance gathered from the previous test data. At thi's time

two forms (L and M), differing in content but not in type

of question, were developed. The test was last revised

in 1960 at which time the two separate forms (L and M)

were combined. Emphasis was placed on correlation between

individual subtest items and total score. In selecting

items for the L-M Form, factor loadings
\
of McNemar's

analysis of the 1937 revision were taken into account.

Items were updated and those judged obsolete were replaced

with more current items.
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Technical Information

Much of the reliability and validity of the 1960 scale

revision rests on the 1937 scale. The 1937 scale has been

found to be more reliable for older than for younger thil-

dren and for lower than for higher IQ's. it ages 2 1/2 to

5 1/2, the reliability coefficients range from .83 (IQ's

140-149) to .91 (IQ's 60-69); at ages 6 to 13, .91 (IQ's

140 -149) to .97 (IQ's 60-69); and at ages 14 -18, .95 (IQ's

140-149) to .98 (IQ's 60-69). Since only the most reliable

items of the 1937 scale were included in the 1960 revision,

the 1960 scale is at least as reliable as the 1937 scale

(Terman & Merrill, 1960):

Biserial correlations were done for the tests included

in the L-M form. The mean correlation for the 1960 scale

is .66, compared with a mean of .61 for all tests in both

forms of the 1937 scale. At the preschool level' (ages

2 1/2 to.5) the mean was .61, compared with the 1937 mean

of .62. Verbal-tests have a higher correlation (.65) with

the total than the non-verbal tests (.58) (Terman & Merrill,

1960).

Correlations between retests are high when subjects

are retested at fairly frequent intervals. In general,

correlations decrease as interval time is lengthened and

correlations increase as the child grows older if the interval

between the two tests is held constant. Data from the

Fels survey show that the correlation between tests given



385

at age three with retests at age 4 is .83; retest correlations

with each successive year away from three decrease until

the correlation at age 12 is .46 (Sontag et al., 1958).

Test-retest correlations with later ages and age 5 or 6

are much higher than those with ages under five. For ex-

ample, Bayley (1949) found that the correlations between

age 10 and ages 2, 4, 6 and 8 were .42, .73, :74, and .82.

Remarks

Recent questioning of the cultural and socio-economic

biases in test items has led to a reexamination of the

validity,of tests such as the Stanford-Binet. Significant

Questioning and pressures from minority groups resulted in

.omitting the StanfOrd-Binet from the 1971-72 battery. Some

of the major areas of concern in considering the use of the

Stanford-Binet and other ini,eligence,tests are listed

below:

1. Standardization on white samples. The Stanford-

Binet was last standardized on an American white population.

No standardization figures are available for a non-white

popudtion.

2. Socio-economic status. A number of studies

(Charters, 1963; Willerman et al., 1970) have shown that

children from lower .socio- economic backgrounds score lower

than those from higher socio-economic backgrounds. Specific

items on the test may be foreign to the particular cultural

setting of some children. There is no evidence that the

Stanford-Binet is more biased toward lower socio-economic,
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children than other general intelligence tests.

3. Language. Both Anastasi (1958) and Freeman (19624

have specifically criticized the heavy verbal lOadings on

intelligence tests, which may present particular problems

to lower class children. Verbal tasks on the Stanford-

Binet are more frequent throughout the older age subtests.

4. Motivation. Zigler and Butterfield (1968) found

that lack of motivation in culturally deprived children

led to depressed Stanford-Binet IQ scores. After a preschoOl

-experience a redUction in the dehabilitating factors of

motivation occurred and IQ scores increased.

5. Test administration. Testing younger children is

especially difficult. The use of non-white testers with

children of different ethnic backgrounds needs to be further

investigated.

While the preceding general problems need to be explored

further in future studies using all intelligence tests,

actual biases specific to the Stanford-Binet have not been

documented. Even though standardization with non-white

populations and certain revisions in vocabulary and tasks

seem crucial, the Stanford-Binet appears to be one of the

lest tests of general individual intellectual assessment..
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Wide Range Achievement Test

Purpose

388

The Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT) is an achieve-

ment test designed to measure skills in the areas of

reading,'Spelling and arithmetic. Most preschool programs

for disadvantaged children emphasize the acquisition of

these skills.

Description

The spring '72 form of the WRAT used in the HSPV Study

is longer than the fall '71 form because most children have

more cognitive skills after one.year in a Head Start program

than before. The fall '71 form has"four subtests: copy

marks, recognizing ,and,naming letters, &it counting, and 4'

reading numbers. The spring '72 form has eight subtests:

copy marks, name Spelling, recognizing and naming letters,.

spelling, dot counting, reading numbers and arithmetic,

written arithmetic, and word reading. Descriptions of the

subtests in the three skill areas follow:

A. Spelling Skills:

1. cnpying ars. In a one minute timp.'

child is to copy as many marks as' possible.

2. Name Spelling. Part I asks the child to print

his name in a one minute time interval on a line

provided. Part II asks the child to name all the

recognizable letters he has printed.
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B. Reading Skills:

1. Recognizing and Naming Letters. Part I asks the

child to recognize-and match letters. The tester

. points to a series of letters in the row;, the child

picks out the matching letters from a different

series. Part II asks the child to read aloud

the letters in the second row.

2. Word Reading. The child is asked-to,read aloud

a list of 14 words: ,ct, see, ,red, to, big,

work, book, eat, was, him, how, then, open,

,

letter.

.011053

C. Arithmetic Skillsr

1. Dot Cow.xtin4. The child is asked to count dots

atrantgea in a row.

2. Reading Numbers. n one minute time interval

G7.

-the child is asked to read aloud the numbers."3,

5, 6, 17, 41".

3. Arithmetic. The child isasked to respond to

three arithiMetic problems, such as "How many

&re three apples and four apples?".

4. Arithmetic (written computation). In a 30 zetond

time interval the child is asked16o-read an ,

arithmetic problem and write the answer in the

box provided.



390

Development of Instrument

The, WRAT was developed in 1940; revised in 1946 by

J. Jastak and S. Bijou (Buros-, 1965)..; and revised in 1965

by J. Jastak, S. Jastak and S. Bijou (Buros, 1972). The

1965 revised edition was prepared in two forms: Level I

for ages..5 to 12 and Level II for age 12 and over. The

WRAT used in the HSPV Study is a revised version of the

Level I 1965 edition. A similar version was used during

ttgo years of the Follow Through_. Naluation (1970-72) -.-

Norms

Norms for the five subtests given in Fall 1971 are

available in Tables 1 - 40. These tables give the number

of children, the mean score and he standard deviation for

each of 15 three-month age intervals (from 36-38 months to

78-80 months) for the following-groups in the HSPV sample:

total (Table 1 - Copying Marks, Table 9 Recognizing

Letters, Table 17 Naming Letters, Table 25 - Reading

Numbers, and Table 33 - Dot Counting), males (Table 2 -

Copying Marks, Table 10 - Recognizing Letters, Table 18

Naming Letters, Table 26 - Reading Numbers, Table 34 - Dot

Counting), females-(Table 3 - Copying Marks, Table 11 -

Recognizing Letters, Table 19 Naming Letters, Table 27 -

Reading NumberS, Table 35 - Dot Counting), children with

previous preschool experience (Table 4 - Copying Marks,

Table 12 Recognizing Letters, Table 19 Naming Letters,
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Table 28, Reading Number6, Table 36 Dot Counting),children

. with no previoUs preschool (Table 5 -' Copying Marks, Table

13 - Recognizing Letters, Table 21 - Naming Letters Table

29 - Reading Numbers, Table-37 - Dot Counting), mhite

children (Table 6 - Copying Marks, Table 14 - Recognizing

Letters Table 22 -.Naming Letters -, Table 30 .6. Reading
0.

Numbers', Table 38 - Dot Counting), black children (Table 7

Copying Marks, Table 15:..6 Recognizing Letters, Table 21

NaMing- Letters, Table .31 - Reading Numbers, Table .39 - DOt

Counting) and_Mexican-American-children (Table 8 - Copying

Marks; Table.16 Recognizing Letters, Table 24 - Naming':

Letters, Table 32 .-,Reading,Numbers,.Table.40 -.Dot Counting).

Mean scores for the total Fall 1971 sample on the

fall subtests were 1.921 (S.D.=2.666) for. Copying Marks,

6.554 (S.D. = 3.205) for Recognizing Letters, 1.195

(S.D. = 2.632) for Naming Letters, .613 (S.D. = 1.103) for

Reading Numbers, and 6.708 (S.D. = 5.294) for Dot Counting.

Scores for the Copying Marks, Recognizing Letters, and Dot

;Counting subtests'definitely increased with age while'

-scores of the Naming Letters and Reading Numbers subtests

improved minimumly 14ith age.
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DISTRIBUTIM OF WRAT CORYII:G 11P.7:;S SCORES FOR ALL CHILDPEC

IP THE FALL 1971 HSPV sArpu.

Age (Months) N Mean Score
2

S.D.

36-38 6 0.333 0.745
39-41 4 0.500 0.500
42-44 22 0.273 0.617
45-47 77 0.636 1,643
48-50 .262 0.492 0.984
51-53 478 0.705 1.204
54-56 481 1.158 1.793
57 -5'9 464 1.672 2.192
60-62 379 2.517 2.784,
63-65 252 2.968 2.766
66-68 255 3.443 3.333
69-71 205 0 5.317 3.631

72-74 87 4.34 5 3.835

75-77 5 4.200 3.816.
78-80 3 1.333 0.943

TOTAL 2980 1.921 2.66C

.

1"Includes all children with adequate age information
not dn'Level I sites.

2 l. aximum score = 18.
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TABLE 2

DISTRIBUTION OF WPPT COPYING rPPKS,SCOPES FOP- :'ALES
1

IN' '"?HE FALL 1971 HSPV SAVPLTE

Age (Months) N M4an, Scorg
2

N

S.D.

36-38 '1.

39-41 1 -- - --

42 -44 8 0.125 0.331
45 -47. 46 0.413 0.946
48-50 132 0.492 1.048
51-53 255 0.612 1.149

54-56 243 0.881 1.539

57-59 239 1.247 1.772
6C-62-- 206 2.335 2.732

63-65 115 2.374 2.386

66-68 137 2.591 2.814

69-71 94 3.649 3.426

72-74 46 3.891 3.789

75-77 3 7.000 2.160

-78-80 2 2.000

TOTAL 1528 1.577
4

2.372

IncludeS all children with adequate age information
not in Level I sites.

2Maximum score = 18.
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TABLE 3

DISTRIBUTION OF WRAT CORYING rApys SCOPES FOR FEVALES

IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SPVPLE

Age (Months) Mean Score2 S.D.

f

,

.36-38 5 0.400 0.800
39-41 3 0.667 0.471
42-44 14 0.357 0.718
45-47 31 0.968 2.279

48*50 130 .0.492 0.914

5153 223 0.812 1.257

54-56 233 1.441
\

1.930

57-59 225 2.124 2.486

60-62 173 2.734 2.828

63-65 137 3.4,67 2.957

66-68 118 4.432 3.604

69-71 111 4.883 3.702

72-74 41 4.854 3.823

75-77 2

78-80 1 ---

TOTAL _1452 2.284 2.899

1Includes all children with adequate age
not in Level I sites.

2'
.Maximum score = 18.

information
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a'

TABLE 4

DISTRIBUTION-.0E-WRAT COPYING MARKS. SCOPES F(R ALL CHILDREN WITH

PREVIOUS PRESCHOOL EXPERIENCE IN. -THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLE1

Age (Months) N Mean Score S.D.

36-38 - --

39 -41

42-44 2 1.000 1.000-
45 -47 8 1.625 1.867
48-50 34 0.971 1.543
51-53 64 0.703 1.056
54-56 62 0.871 1.301
57-59 79 2.392 3.128_,
60-62 119 2 . 840 2.750
63-65 98 2.949 3.167
66-68 92 3.554 3.595
69-71 95 4.526 3.963
72-74 37 5.139 4.190
75-77 3 7.000 2.160
78 -80. 2 1.00.0 1.000

,

TOTAL 695- 2.784, 3.297

; --Includes all children with adequate age information
not in Level I sites.

Maximum score = 18.
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TABLE 5

DISTRIBUTION OF WPAT COPYING PARKS SCORES FOR ALL CHILDREN

WITH NO PREVIOUS PRESCHOOL EXPERIENCE

IN THE FALL,1971 HSPV SPYPILE1

Age (Months)- N
2

Mean Score S.D.

36-38 6 0.333 0.745
39-41 4 0.500 0.500
42-44 19 0.211 0.521
45-47 68 0.529 1.586
48-50 221 0.403 0.827
51-53 397 0.708 1.240
54-56 405 1.190 1.847

57-59 373 1.507 1.920
60-62 249 2.369 2.816

63-65 146 2.966 2.478
66-68 157 3.376 3.205

69-71 107 4.047 3.175

72-74 50 3.720 3.418

75-77 2

78-80 1. 2.000 -----

TOTAL 2205 1.647 2.377

1Includes all children with adequate age information
not in Level I sites.

2Maximuni score =.18.
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DISTRIBVTION OF ',4P.DT.COPYITT.C. ;'UNP_T:S SCOPES FOP WHITE CHILDPEN

1
IN THE FILL '1971' HSPV sArpLE

Age (Months) .N Mean Score 2
S.D.

-36-38 --- - - - --

39 -41 3 0.667 0.471
42-44 8 0.125 0.331
45 -47 32 0.500 0.968
48-50 93 0.548 1.122
51-53 183 0.798 1.419
54-56 212 1.311 1.842
57-59 187 1.706 2.309
60-62 163 . 2.650 2.851
63-65 94 2.989 2.988
66-68 99 3.162 3.335
69-71 .79. 5.025 3.486

72-74 31 4.824 4.264

75-77 3 7.000 2.160

78:130 2 1.000 1.000

TOTAL, 1214 2.067 2.812

1Includes children with adequate.age information
not in Leel I. sites.:

2Mwdmum.score-= 18.
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TABLE 7

DISTRIBUTION OF RAT COPYINC IvAPYS SC0PES FOP. BLACK CHILDREN

IN TI -FP FALL 1971 HSPV SN'PLE 1

Age (Months) N Mean Score2 S.D.

36-38 6 0.333 0.745
39-41 1

42-44 14 0.357 0.718
45-47_ 45 0.733 1.982
48-50 140 0.421 0.854
51-53 210 0.571 0.950
54-56 205 1.010 1.778
57-59 193 1.446 1.966
60-62 137 1.825 2.018
63-65 106 2.396 2.398
66-68 102 3.167 3.116
69-71 103. 3.485 3.444
72-74 34 3.559 2.932
75-77 2

78-80 1 2.000

TOTAL 1299 1.550 2.309

1 Includes all children with adequate age information
not in Level I sites.

2
Vaximum score = 18.
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TABLE 8

DISTRIBUTION OF WRAT COPYING SCORES FOP VEZI=-1\rERICAN CHILDREN

IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SPrPLE1

-..._...--

Age (Months) N
-.

Mean Score 2 S.D.

36-38 ___
39-41 --- .

_____
42-44 - ___ , - - -,--

45-47
48 -50 23 0.783 1.140
51-53 73 0.836 1.250
54-56 53 1.094 1.640
57-59 70 2.214 2.461
60-62 69 3.174 3.189
63-65 50 4.100 2.744
66-68 51 4.451 3.339
69-71 19 5.421 3.345
72-74 ___

75-77 ___

713-80
___ -----

TOTAL 408 2.564 2.914

1
Includes-all children with adequate age information
not in Level I sites.

2Vaximum score = lg.
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TABLE 9

DISTRIBUTION OF WRAT RECOGNIZING LETTERS. SCORES FOR ALL

CHILDREN IN THE FALL.1971 HSPV SAPPLE1

Age (Months) N Mean Score 2 S.D.

36-38 6 3.667 3.682
39-41 4 6.750 1.299
42-44 22 4.455 3.115
45-47 77 4.286 3.129
48-50 262 5.172 3.229
51-53 478 5.651 3.217
54 -56. 481 6.403 3.106
57-59 464 '6.547 3.041
60-62 379 7.179 3.152
63-65 252 7.095 3.152
66-68 255 7.745 2.820
69-71 205 7.780 3.015
72-74 87 8.655 2.100
75-77 5 6.000 4.517
78-80 3 6.000 1.414

TOTAL 2980 6.554 3.205

-includes all children with adequate age Information
not in Level I sites.

2
Maximum score 10.
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. TABLE 10

DISTRIBUTION OF PRAT RECOGNIZING LETTERS SCORES FOR.MALES

Iii THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAPTLE

Age 0Months) N Mean Score2 S.D.

36-38 1

39-41 1 5..000
42-44 * 8 5.125 2.522
45-47 46 3.957 2.881
48 -50 132 5.364 3.222
51-53 255 5.443 3.096
54-56 243 6.144 3.145
57-59 239 6.301 3.113
60-62 206 7.175 2.903
63-65 115 6.800 3.149
66-68 137

)
7.416 2.843

69-71 94 7.351 3.178
72-74 46 - 8.674 2.001
75-77 . 3. 9.'6671 0.471
78-80 2 a 7.000

_

.

.

TOTAL . 1528 6.369 3.110

L

1
1nel:tides all children with adequate age information
not in Level I sites.

2
raximum score 10.
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TABLE 11
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DISTRIBUTION OF WPAT RECOGNIZING LETTERS SCORES FOR FE!,.7\LES

IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLE'

Age (Months) . N Mean Score
2

S.D.

36-38 5 4.400 3.611
39-4f 3 .7.333 0.943
42-44 14 4.071 3.348
45-47 31 A\ .4.774 3.405
48-50 130 , 3.224

51-53 223 -5.888 3.334

54-56 238 6.668 3.042

.57-59 225 6.809 , 2.940

.60-62 -
173

. .

7.185 . 3.041

' 63-65 137 7.343 3.133

66-68 118 ' 8.127 2.745

69-71 111 8.144 2.818

72-74 , 41 8.634 2.2

75-77 2 0.500 0.500

,78-80 .

,

1 4.000' -----

.

- .

TOTAL 1452 , 6.749 . 3.220 ,

.

.

'Includes all children with adequate age, information
not in Level I'sites.

2Maximum score 7 10.
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TABLE 12

DISTRIBUTION OF.VRAT RECOGNIZING LETTiiERS'SCORES FOR ALL CHILDREN

WIT-7°.EVIOUSPRESCHOOL EXPERIENCE

IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLE'

Age (Months)
Ili

2
Mean Score S.D.

36-38 - --

39 -41 - --

42 -44 2 8.500 0.500
45-47 8 6.125 3.2190
48-50 ,34 5.706 3.650
51-53 64 6.375 2.809
54-56 62 6.581 3.124
57-59 79 7.228 2.846
60-62 119 7.445 2.866
63-65 , 98 7.449 2.935
66-68 r 92 8.185 2.231
69-71 95 8.053 2.766
72-74 37 8.784 2.120
75-77 . 3 9.667 0.471
78-80 2 5.500 1.500

°
.

TOTAL 695 - 7.404 2.909

t.

ncludes all .children with adequate
not in Level I sites,

2
Maximum score 10.

age information

a
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. TABLE 13

404

zx

DISTRIBUTION OF WRAT RECOGNIZING LETTERS SCORES FO ALL CHILDREN
/

WITH NO PREVIOUS PRESCHOOL EXPERIENCE
//

IN THE FALL.197.1 HSPV S .PLE

7
Age (Months) Mean Score 2 S.D.

36-38 6 3.667 3.682
39-41 4 6.750 1.299
42-44 19 3.895 2.972
45-47 68 3.985 2.983
48-50 221 5.100 3.178
51-53 397 5.547 3.247
54-56 405 6.410 3.078
57-59 3-3 6.378 3.067
60-62 249 7.052 2.993
63-65 146 7.137 3.049
66-68 157 7.592 2.956
69-71 107 7,645 3.100
72-74 50 . 8.560 2.080
75-77 2 0.500 0.500

78-80 1 7.000

TOTAL 2205 6.323 3.224

1Includes all children with adequate age information
not in Level I sites.

Maximum score=10.
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TABLE 14

DISTRIBUTION OF T..TP.i%T RECoGN'IZING IFTTF.P. SCOFFS EOP "HITE

CHILDPEN IN THE FALL 19J1 HSPV SAT.'PLE1

Age (Months) N
2

Mean Score S.D..

36-38 ......_ , ----- --
39-41 3 7.000 1:414
42-44 8 4.750 2.526
45-47 32 4.656 3.058
48-50 93 5.323 3.111
51-53 188 5.622 3.135
54-56 212 6.476 3.142
57-59 187 6.909 2.734
60-62 163 7.485 2.601
63-65 94 7.628 2.621
66-68 99 7.939 2.440
69-71 79 8.532 2.055
72-74 51 8.804 1.645
75-77 3 9.667 0.471
78-80 2 5.500 1.500

TOTAL 1214 6.846 2.985

1P

1Indludes all chi?dren with adequate age information
not in Level 1 sites.

2
maximum score=10.
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TABLE 15

DISTRIBUTION WRAT RECOGNIZIYG LETTERS SCORES FOR. BLACK

CHIDRE:7 IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLE1

Age (Months) N
2

Mean Score S.D.

36-38 6 3.667 3.682
39-41 1 6.000 --
42-44 14 4.286 3.369
45-47 45 4.022 3.152

48-50 140 5.100 3.332

51-53 210 5.505 3.256

54-56 205 6.371 3.105

57-59 193 6.104 3.196

60-62 137 6.369 3.073

63-65 106 7.264 2.779

66-68 102 7.637 2.920

69-71 103 7.757 2.951

72-74 34 8.538 2.415

75-77
2 0.500 0.500

78-80
1 7.000

TOTAL 1299 6.322 3.278

1 Includes all children,with adequate aye information
not in Level I sites.

2
maximum score=10.
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TABLE 16

DISTRIBUTION OF WRAT RECOGNIZING LETTERS SCORES FOR ''FY.TCAN-AYERICX4,

. CHILDREN IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAYPLE1

Age (Months) N Mean Score
2

S.D.

36-38
39-41 ___ ----- -----
42-44 ___ ----- -----
45-47
48-50 23 5.826 2.792
51-53 73 6.068 3.215
54-56 53 6.321 2.800
57-59 70 6.786 3.295
60-62 69 7.014 3.317
63-65 50 5.620 4.204
66-68 51- 7.451 3.263
69-71 19 4.526 4.453
72-74
75 -77

___

78-80
___

TOTAL 408 6.417 3.458

1Includes all chilareh with aaequate age information
not in Level I sites.

2
maximum score=10.
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TABLE 17

DISTRIBUTION OF WRIT, NPMING LETTERS SCORES FOR ALL

CHILDREN IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLE

Age (Months) N Mean Score2 S.D.

36-38 6

39-41 4 .

42-44 22 0.318 0.555
45-47 77 1.013 2.535
48-50 262 0.649 1.736
51-53 478 0.722 2.017
54-56 481 1.073 2.540
57-59 464 1.136 2.550
60-62 379 1.417 2.850
63-65 252 1.115 2.225
66-68 255 1.675 3.001
69-71 205 2.137 3.620
72-74 87 2.655 3.856
75-77 5 0.800 0.748
78-80 3

TOTAL 2980, 1.195 2.632

4

1Includes all children with adequate age information
not in Level I sites.

2
Maximum score=13.
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TABLE 18

DISTRIBUTION OF WRAT NAMING LETTERS SCORES FOR MALES

IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAYPLE

Age (Months) N
2

Mean Score S.D.

36-38 1

39-41 1

42-44 8 0.125 0.331
45-47 46 0.783 2.074
48-50 132 0.644 1.508
51-53 255 0.592 1.887
54-56 243 1.037 2.483
57-59 239 0.858 2.242
60-62 206 1.422 3.074
63-65 115 1.226 2.296
66-68 137 1.343 2.822

69-71 94 2.064 3.784

72-74 46 2.283 3.405

75-77 3 1.000 0.816

78-80 2

TOTAL 1528 1.080 2.550

1 Includes all children with adequate age information
not in Level I sites.

2
Maximum score=13.
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TABLE 19

DISTRIBUTION OF RAT TAPING LETTERS SCORES FOR FEMALES

IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAVPLE1

Age (Months) N Mean Score2 S.D.

36-38 5

39-41 3 - - --

42-44 14 0.429 0.623
45-47 31 1.355 3.064
48-50 130 0.654 1.940
51-53 223 0.870 2.146
54-56 238 1.109 2.595
57-59 225 1.431 2.810

60-62 173 1.410 2.558

63-65 137 1.022 2.160

66-68 118 2.059 3.152

69-71 111 2.198 3.474

72-74 41 3.073 4.268

75-77
78-80

2

1

0.500
- ----

0.500

TOTAL. 1452 1.316 2.709

1 Includes all children with adequate age information
not in Level I sites.

2Maximu score=13.
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TABLE 20

DISTRIBUTION OF WRAT NAMING LETTERS SCORES FOR ALL CHILDREN

WITH PREVIOUS PRESCHOOL EXPERIENCE

IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAPPLE
1

Age (Months) N
2

Mean Score S.D.

36-38 -

39-41 -
42-44 2 0.500 0.500
45-47 8 2.250 3.455
48-50 34 0.794 2.011 _
51-53 64 1.266 2.763
54-56 62 1.387 2.672
57-59

,

79 1.468 2.920
60-62 119 / 2.008 3.506
63-65 98 0.980 1.985
66-68 92 1.891 2.928
69-71 95 2.379 3.787

72-74 37 3.622 4.277
75-77 3 1.000 0.816

78-80 2

TOTAL 695 1.728 3.134

1
Includes all children with adequate age information
not in Level I sites.

2
Maximum score=13.
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TABLE 21

DISTRIBUTION OF WRAT NAMING LETTERS SCORES FOR ALL CHILDREN

WITH NO PREVIOUS PRESCI-160L E'PERIENCE

IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SArPLE1

Age (Months) N Mean Score
2

S.D.

36-38 6

39-41 c
4

42-44 19 0.211 0.408
45-47 68 0882 2.380

48-50 221 0.624 1.699

51-53 397 0.597 1.770

54-56 405 1.049 2.554

57-59 373 1.013 2.335

60-62 249 1.129 2.373

63-65
1

1.233 2.407

66-68 1.535 2.964

69-71 107 1.972 3.492

72-74
50 1.940 3.337

75-77
78-80

2

1

0.500
--- --

0.500

TOTAL 2205 1.022 2.405

1.includes all children with ,adequate age information
not in Level I sites.

2
Maximum score = 13.
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. TABLE 22

413

DISTRIBUTION OF WRAT NITING LETTERS SCORES FOR WHITE

1
CHILDREN IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV.SAMPLE

Age (Months) N Mean Score2 S.D.

36-38 -

39-41 3

42-44 8 0.500 0.707
45-47 32 1.688 3.025
48-50 93 0.634 1.664
51-53 188 1.043 2.667
54-56 212 1.476 3.136
57-59 187 1.390 2.853
60-62 163 1.503 2.872
63-65 94 1.319 2.586
66-68 99 2.131 3.541
69-71 79 3.367 4.401
72-74 , 51 2.922 3.814
75-77 3 1.000 0.816

1 78-80 2

TOTAL 121 1.552 3.083

1lncludes all chil ren with adequate age information
not in Level I sit

i

2
Maximum score = 13.
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TABLE 23

DISTRIBUTION OF WRAT.NPMINC LETTERS SCORES FOR BLACKS

CHILDREN IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SANPLE

Age (Months) N Mean Score
2

S.D.

,..,

36-38 6 .

39-41 1 ---lw
42-44 14 0.214 0.410
45-47 45 0.533 1.984
48-50 140 0.714 1.910
51-53 210 0.505 1.378
54-56 205 0.712 1.856
57-59 193 1.109 . 2.418
60-62 137 1.438 2.909
63-65 106_ 0.858 1.501
66-68 102 1.382 2.594
69-71 103 1.534 24.49
72-74 341. 2.265 ; 3f950
75_77 2* 0.500 \ 0.500

78-80 1 2 -----

. 7
TOTAL 1299 0.968 2.26

1lncludes all children with adequate age information
not in Level I sites.

2Maximum score ,= 13.
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TABLE 24

DISTRIBUTION' OF WRAT NAMG LETTERS SC0RFS FOR MF.XiGAN-PFERICAN

CHILDREN IN TiiE\FALL 1971 HSPILSA!vPLE'L

Age (Months) N Mean Score S.D.

36-'33 ___

39-41 - --

42-44 -

___

45-47 ___

48-50 23 .0.478 0.878
51-53 73 0.534 1.536
54-56 53' 0.566 0.981
57-59 70 0.629 2.126
60-62 69 0.326 1.918
63-65 50 1.160 2.533
66-68 51 '\1,431 2.553
69-71 19 0.632 1.563

72-74
___

75-77
___ ----- -----

78-80
--- _____

TOTAL 408 0.794 1.950

1
Incluaes'all children with adeciliate are information

.not in Level I sites.

2
Maximum score = 13.
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TABLE 25

DISTRIBUTIoN OF T'TPT P17.71DI:70 :qTrBEPS.SCOP7S FoR

CHILDRE IN TIE IPIL 1971 ASPV SPrPLE

V

Age (Months) N Mean Score2 S.D.

36-38
39-41

6

4

-----
0.250

---

0.43i
42-44 22 0.136 0.437
45-47 77 0.325 0.820
48-50 262 0.271 0.670
51-53 473 0.299 0.724
54 -56. 481 0.493 0.993
57-59 454' 0.433 0.967
60-62 379 0.734 1.187
63-65 232 0.742 1.132
66-68 255 0.973 1.335
69-71 205 1.312 1.335 s

72-74 ' 137 * 1.563 1. 51
75-77 5 0.800 1.166
78-80 / 3 ,...._..._ ----

..

TOTAL 2980 0.613 1.103

P,P

0

/
1
Includes all Children with adequate age information
not in Level I sites.

2Maximum
score = 5.
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DISTRIBUTI7 0TAT.READING UMBERS,SCORESFOR MALES

IN THE FALL:101 HSPV-SAITLE1

Age (Months) N Mean Score2 S.D.

36-38 1

39-41 1 - ---
42-44 8 0.125 0.331
45-47 45 0.343 0.914
48-50 132 0.265 0.638
51-53 255 0,286 . 0.681
54-56 ' 243 0.539 1.047
57-59 239 0.377 0.834
60-62 206 0.748 1.224
63-65 115 0.722 1.184
66-68 137' 0.774 1.256
69-71 94 1.309 1.414
72-74 46 1.543 1.611
75 -77' 3 1 333 1.247
78-80 2

TOTAL 1528 0.580 1.085

1Includes all chi. ':en with adequate age infotmation
not in Level I sites.

2,
M6ximum score = 5.
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DISTRIBUTION CF WRIT RFADINC NUVBFRS SCORES FOR FEPPLFS

IN THE FILL 1971 HSPV SPrPLE1

Age (Months) .N Mean Score
2

S.D.

36-38 5 -.._ --

39 -41 3 0.333 - 0.471
42-44 14 00143 0.515
45-47 31 3.290 0.681
48-50 130 0.277 0.702
51-53 223 0.314 0.769
-54-56 233 0.445 0.932
57-59 225 0.596 1.079
60-62 173 0.717 1.141
63-65 137 0.759 1.1d1
66-68 '119 1.203 1.387
69-71 111 1.315 1.401
72-74 41 1.585 1.431
75-77 2 -----
78-80 1 -----

TOTAL 1452 0.647 1.121

1 Includes all children with adequate age information
not in Level I sites.

2Maximum
score = 5.
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TABLE 28

DISTRIBUTION OF T..7RAT RFADING NUMBEPS SCORES FOP ALL CHILDPFN

WITH PREVIOUS PRESCHOOL EXPERIENCE

IN THE FILL 1971 IISPV SP APLF1

Age (Months) N Mean Score
2

S.D.

36-38 -- ,

39-41 - --

42-44 2 1.500 0.500
45-47 8 1.125 1.053
48-50 34 0.324 0.629
51-53 64 0.438 0.916
54-56 62 0.561 1.062
57-59 79 0.557 1.076
60-62 119 0.924 1.291
63-65 98 0.776 1.093
66-68 92 1.109 1.363
69-71 93 1.295 1.368
72-74 37 2.081 1.583
75-77 3 1.333 1.247
78-80 2

TOTAL 695 0.904 1.265

1 Includes all children with adequate age information
not in Level I sites.

2
Maximum score = 5.
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TABLE 29

DISTRIBUTION OF WRAT READING NUrBERS SCORES FOR ALL CHILDREN

WITH NO PREVIOUS PRESCHOOL EXPERIENCE

IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAVPLE1

Age (Months) N Mean Score
2

S.D.

36-38 6
39-41 4 0.250 0.433
42-44 19
45-47 68 0.235 0.750
48-50 221 0.267 0.684
51-53 397 0.290 0.698
54-56 405 0.472 0.987
57-59 373 0.456 0.927
60-62 249 0.659 1.134
63-65 146 0.719 1.232
66-68 157 0.904 1.305
69-71 107 1.355 1.449
72-74 50 1.180 1.410
75-77 2

78-80 1

TOTAL 2205 0.529 1.036

1 Includes all children with adequate age information
not in Level I sites.

2

Maximum score = S.
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TABLE 30

DISTRIBUTION OF WPAT READING NUMBERS SCORES FOR WHITE

CHILDREN IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLE'

Age (Months) N
2

Mean Score S.D,

36-38
39-41 3 0.333 0.471
42-44 8

45-47 32 0.375 0.927
48-50 93 0.312 0.816
51-53 188 0.330 0.770
54-56 212 0.571 1.103
57-59 187 0.572 1.028
60-62 163 0.920 1.306
63-65 94 0.798. 1.190
66-68 99 1.202 1.400
69-71 79 1.734 1.482
72-74 51 1.636 1.627
75-77 3 1.333 1.247
78-80 2 ----- -----

TOTAL 1214 0.744 1.217

1Includes all children with adequate age information
not in Level I sites.

2
Maximum score = 5.
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TABLE 31

DISTRIBUTION OF RAT READING NUMBERS SCORES F4R BLPCY,

CHILDREN IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLE

Age (Months)

.

M
N

2
Mean Score S.D.

36-38 6

39-41 1

42-44 , 14 0.214 0.558
45-47 45 0.289 0.749
48-50 140 0.271 0.596
51-53 210 0.276 0.669
54-56 205 0.415 0.860
57-59 193 0.466 0.982
60-62 137 0.577 1.065
63-65 106 0.509 0.934
66-68 102 0.725 1.181
69-71 103 1.039 1.277
72-74 34 1.382 1.415,
75-77 2

78-80 1

TOTAL 1299 0.499 0.971

1 Includes all children with adequate age information
not in Level I sites.

2
Maximum score = 5.
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TABLE 32

DISTRIBUTION OF WRAT READING NUMBERS SCOPES FOR MEXICAN-AMERICAN

CHILDREN IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV aPYPLE1

Age (Months)
2Mean Score S.D.

36-38 ___
39-41 ___
42-44 ---
45-47 ___ -----
48-50 23 0.174 0.480
51-53 73 0.315 0.774
54-56 53 0.453 0.943
57-59 70 0.300 0.744
60-62 69 0.580 0.999
63-65 50 1.040 1.442-
66-68 51 1.000 1.372
69-71 19 1.105 1.372
72-74 - -- -----
75-77 --- - - - - --

78-80 -1-- - - - - - --

TOTAL 408 0.578 1.084

1 Includes all children with adequate age information
not in Level I sites.

2Maximum
score =



TABLE 33

DISTRIBUTION OFJWRAT DOT COUNTING SCORES

FOR ALL CHILDREN IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLE 1

...

424

Age (Months) A
\ 2

Mean Scor', S.D.

\

.

39741 4 2.000 1 .707
42-44 22 2.455 3.299
45-47 77 3.714 . 4.360
48-50 262 4.050 ,4.336
53-53 478 4.360 ,4.403
54-56 481. 5.699 5.048
57-59 464 6.349 5.019
60-62 379 8.024 5.112
63-65 252 8.794 5.009
66-68 255 9.596 4.88
69-71 205 10.4.44 4.832
72-74 87 10.138 5.052
75-77 .5 5.600 4.499
78-80 3 5.333 6.182

TUN; L 2974 6.708 i 5.294

__

1

]Includes all children with adecjuate age ilformation
not. in Level I sites.

'2
Maximum score = 15.,
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TABLE 340

DISTRIBUTION OF WRAT DOT COUNTING SCORES

FOR MALE IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLE"

Age (Months) N
2

Mean Score S.D.

os

39-41 1 1.000 -

42 -44 8 .875 1.053
45-47 46 3.913 4.496
48-50 132 4.182 4.627
51-53 255 3.847 4.142
54-56 243 5.078 4.878
57-59 239., 5.527 4.669
60-62 206 J.850 5.169
63-65 115 8.148 5.166
66-68 137 8.642 4.927
69-71 94 9.638 4.935
72-74 46 9.109 5.301
75-77 3 9.000 2.160
78-80 2 8.000 6.000

TO'. AL 1527 6.144 5.175

1includes all children with adequate age information
not in Lev0_. I. sites.

2MaXimum score =



TABLE 35

DISTRIBUTION OF WRAT DOT COUNTING SCORES

FOR FEMALES IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLE1

426

O

Age (Months) 2Moan Score S.D.

39-41 3 2.333 .471
42-44 14 3.357 3.772
45-47 31 3.419 4.133
48-50 130 3.915 4.015
51-53 223 4.946 4.614
54-56 :238 6.332 5.139 -

57.59 225 7.222 5.227
60-62 173 8.231 5.034
63-65 137 9.336 4.808
66-68 118 10.703 4.589
69-71_ .111 11.126 4.635
72-74 41 11.293 4.484
75-77 2 .500 .500
78-80 1 - -

TOT \L 1497 7.304' 5.353

1lncludcs all children with adecluto acio- infortion
not in 1 c!w:1 t sites'.
2
Maximum score = 15:
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TABLE 36,

I4STRIBUTION OF WRAT DOT. COUNTING 'SCORES

FOR ALL CHILDREN WITH PREVIOUS PRESCHOOL

EXPERIENCE IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLE1-

Age (Months)
2

Mean Score S.D.

3F-41 - --
42 -444 2 5.500 4.500
45-47 8 5.875 5.55D
48-50 34 5.324 5.132
51-53 64 5.375 4.827 \

54-56 62, 5.758 5.148
57 59 79 8.038 5.232
60-62 119 9.126 4.965
53-65 98 5.204 4.863
66-68 92 10.717 4.507
69-71 95 10.968 4.644
72-74 37 11.865 4.134
75-77 3 9.000 2.160
78-80 2 '1.000. 1.000

-TOTAL 695 8.718 5.290

1 Includes all child 'en with
not in *Level I.sitc.

Maximum score ==._ 15.

adequate. 'ayer' Porintion
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TABLE 37

'DISTRIBUTION OF WRAT DOT COUNTING SCORES FOR

ALL CHILDREN WITH NO PREVIOUS PRESCHOOL

EXPERIENCE IN THE FALL 1971. HSPV SAMPLE
1

Age(MOnths) N Mean Scoro2 S.D.

39-41 4 2.000 . .707
42-44 19 2.158 -3.065
45-47 68 3.368 4.080
48-50 ° 221 3,891 6. 4.201
51-53 397 4.19.1 , 4.297
54-56' 405 5.,716 5.077
57-59 373 5.954. 4.896
G0 -62 249 7.462 5.120
63-65 146 8.342 5.108
66-68" 157 9.064 4.919
69-71 107 10.093 4.860
72-74 50 8.860 -5.294
75-77 2 .500 .500
78-80 1 14.000.

.

,.. (

TOT.Af,

N

' 2199 6.082 5.146

1 Inc3.uacs ail chilaren with a0equate
2r. ot.: n-1,,:vel si'tcs.

.

Maxi m scare .= 15.

a9' infoymation
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.DISTRIBUTION OF WRAT DOT COUNTING SCORES

FOR WHITE'CHILDREN IN THE TALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLE1

Age (Months) N Mean Score 2 S.D.

39-41 3 2.000 .816
42 -44 8 2.250. 3.455
45-47 '32 4.156 4.658
48-50 93 4.118 4.093
51-53 188 4.340 4.508
54-56 212 5.297 5.001
57 -59 187 -5.861 4.832
60-02 163 7.908 5.178
63-65 94 8.074, 5.068
66 --68 99 9.293 5.109
69-71 79 10:722 4.698
72-74 51 10.118 4.910
75-77 3 9.000. 2.16'0.
78-80 2 1.000 1.poo

TOAL 1214 . 6.536 5.280

11ne1udes 611 childKen wiLii adequate age information
tiot in 1.,(61.1';:;itos.

2
Maximum score = 15,
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TABLE 39

DISTRIBUTION OF WRAT COPYING MARKS SCORES

FOR BLACK CHILDREN IN THE FALL 1971 HSPV SAMPLE1

Age (Months)
.

N ,Moan Score2
S'. D.

.

39-41 1 , -2.000
42-44 14 2.571 3.201
A5-47 45' 3.400 4'.106

48-50 140 4.186 4.607
51-53 210 , 4.414. 4.416
54-56 205 6.098 5.194
57-59 193 6.839 5.222
60-62 137 8.1,82 4.863
63-65: 106 8.991 4.759
66-68 102 P.088 '4.655
69-71 103 10.243 4.900
72-74 34 10.294 . 5.096
75-77 . 2 .500, , .500
78-80 1 14.000

-
,

TOTAL 1293 6,804 '5.324

. 4 !

1 InclUdes all children wikh..adequittio age information
!

not'in Level I sitps.
2
Maximmi score 15.

L.
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TABLE 40

WSTRIBUTION 'OF WRAT DOT COUNTING SCORES FOR

MEXICAN-AMERICAN CHILDREN IN THE FALL 1971

HSPV SAMPLE
1

Aqc (Month,-) N Moan Scspro
2

S.D.

39 -41 - --
42-44 - ____

45-47 ---- - - --

48 -50 23 3.435 3.411
1 -53 73 4.507. 4.188

54-56 53 F 5.377 4.594
57-59 70 6.429 4.795
G0 -G2 69 7.899 . 5.344
G3-65 50 9.560 5.258
G6 -68 51 9.039 . 4.867
69-71 19 10.316 5.242
72-74 - ---- .----
75-77 - ----
78-80 ----

,

TOTAL 408 6.919 5.208

3 .1nc1udc::,
i111 chi:1(1).-cm with aclequAc acjo in formiltion

not. in 1..(..!\of

a2Maximum score = 15..
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c.

Score Characteristics

Frequency distributions of the total scores for the

five Fall 1971 WRAT subtests are presented in Tables 41 - 45

for the total HSPV sample. The distribution of scores of

the Copying Marks subtest has a definite floor effect

(See Table 41). Forty-fou percent of the children (11=3033)

copied no marks correctly and 16% copied only one correctly.

The distribution of scores/for Recognizing Letters, a

matching test, is rather lat across all scores _from 0 to

10 (see Table 42). The la gest number of Children (22%):

scored the highest score. In the spring, this subtest' had a

definite ceiling effect:i The distribution'bf scores for.

Naming Letters has a definite floor effect in the fall (see

Table 43). Sixty-fpur percent of the children (n=3033) got
I

i

i .

no letters correct, while 15.6% named one-berrectly. The
I /

.

Reading Numbers subtest distribution of scores is alsd very
/

positively skewed (see\Table 44). Seventy-one percent of

the children (n=3033) received scores of zero, while 11.4%

received scores of one.
\
\It should be pointed out_that the

Reading Numbers subtest scores do not necessarily fbrm a

uniform scale since the first three numbers ate single

digit numbers and considerably, easier to read than' the

last two numbers which are two-digit numbers. The Dot

Counting scores from a bimodal distribution-with each of

the end scores being the most frequently obtained (12%)

(See Table,45). The. scores of this subtest do not

represent :a true continuous scale since the subtest

consists of only one item scored frOm 0 -15: the total
\ ;

score is not the result of scores on 15 separate items.
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TABLE 41

DISTRIBUTION OF WRAT COPYING MARKS

SCORES FOR FALL 1971 HSPV TOTAL SAMPLE 1

of
Score Children

0 1338 xxxxxxxxxxxxx
1 482 xxxxx
2 313 xxx

.3 269 xxx
4 233 xx
5 125
6 76
7 56
8 37
9 27

10 25
-11 14
12 10
13 10

14 8

15 4

16 1

17 3

1 2

0

Total N -.3033

1
Includes PV & non-PV children

x = nearest 100 children
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Reliability

KR-20 reliability coefficients for four of the five

Fall subtests are reported in Tables 46 - 49 for the total

sample (n=3205) and nine subsamples. They were not computed

for the Dot Counting subtest since this is essentially a

one item test. The KR-20 for the Copying Marks subtest was

.794 for the total sample Jsee Table 46). The estimates for

91 subsamples with a size greater than 20 ranged from .462

for young black males with previous preschool experience

(n = 47) to ,848 for white females with previous preschool

experience (n = 135) and for old white males with previous

preschool experience (n = 94). Twenty-two percent of the

KR-20's were greater than .80; one-half were in the .70's.

The KR-20 for the Recognizing Letters subtest was .794 for

the total sample (see Table 47). The estimates for 91

subsamples with a size greater than 20 ranged from .696 for

young female Mexican-American children with no previous

preschool experience (n = CO) to .854 for old Mexican-

American females (n = 130). Almost all of the estimates were

from .70 to .85. The KR-20 for. the Naming Letters subtest

was .848 for the total sample (see Table 48). The estimates

for 91 subsamples with a size greater than 20 ranged from

.376 for young female Mexican- American children with no

previous preschool experience (n = 60) to .902 for young

white males with previous preschool experience (n = 34).

Eighty-eight percent of the,ER-20's were greater than .80.

The KR-2,0 for the Reading Numbers subtest was .593 for'the-

total sample (see Table 49). The estimates for 91 subsamples

with a size greater than 20 ranged from .456 for young

black females with no previouS preschool experience (n = 296)
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to .699 for Mexican-American males with previous oreschool

experience (n = 33). About one-third of the KR-20's were

greater than .60.

KR-20's for four of the subtests given only in the

spring battery (Spelling, Oral Arithmetic, Written

Arithmetic, Word Reading) are presented in Table 50 for the

total sample, males and females. Since these KR-20's are

computed on the sprihg sample after the HSPV treatment was

introduced, they can not be compared to the KR-20's

reported for the fall subtests.
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TABLE 46

KR-20 RELIABILITIES FOR FALL 1971 COPYING MARKS

SUBTEST-WRAT SCORES

n
2

mean S.D. KR-20

1
Total 3205 1.899 2.647 .794
Black 1392 1.527 2.298 .774
White 1301 2.045 2.793 `.802

Mexican- 446 2.534 2.883 .790
American

Male 1596 1.571 2.374 .780
Female 1525 2.257 2.896 .804
Young 1416 0.817 1.469 .678
Old 1684 2.814 3.059 .797
Previous 751 2.746 3.272 .821
Preschool

No Previous2371 1.624 2.357 .773
Preschool

1

Includes all children with adequate age information not in Level
I sites.

2
Maximum score = 18.

3 Young is less than 57 months; old is greater than 56 months.
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TABLE 47

KR-20 RELIABILITIES FOR FALL 1971 RECOGNIZING

LETTERS SUBTEST-WRAT SCORES

n
2

mean S.D. KR-20

Total 1 3205 6.467 3.244 .794
Black 1392. 6.230 3.306 ,796
White 1301 6.729 3.076 .781
Mexican- 446 6.453 3.403 .811
American
Male 1596 6.330 3.196 .785
Female 1525 6.655 3.263 .801

3Young 1416 5.638 3.268 .784
Old 1684 7.200 3.034 .791
Previous 751 7.388 2.892 .780
Preschool
No Previous 2371 6.205 3.276 .792.
Preschool

1

Includes all children with adequate age information not in Level
I sites.

2

3

Maximum score = 10.

Young is less than 57 months; old is greater than 56 months.



TABLE 48

KR-20 RELIABILITIES FOR FALL 1971 NAMING LETTERS

SUBTEST-WRAT SCORES

1
Total
Black.
White
Mexican-
American
Male
Female
Youn 3

Old
Previous
Preschool

No Previous
Preschool

2

mean S.D. KR-20

3205 1.204 2.642 .848
1392 .978 2.290 .832
1301 1.548 3.063 .860
446 0.872 2.116 .825

1596 1.104 2.576 .852
1525 1.323 2.723 .845
1416 0.854 2.217 .841
1684 1.506 2.929 .850
751 1.758 3.158 .853

2371 1.024 2.411 .842

442

1

;ncludes all children with, adequate age information not in Level
I sites.

2 Maximum score = 13.

3 Young is less than 57 months; old is greater tnan 56 months.



TABLE 49

KR-20 RELIABILITIES FOR FALL 1971 READING NUIVERS

SUBTEST-WRAT SCORES

443

'11

2

mean S.D. KR-20

Total 1 3205 0.604 1.098 .593
Black 1392 0.488 0.965 .558
White 1301 0.736 1.213 .612
Mexican- 446 0.574 .. 1.081 4= .596
American
Male 1596 0.578 1.085 . .5.96

Female 1525 0.640 1.11P .591
Young 1416 0.360 0.828 ..537

Old .1684 0.818 1.249 .607
Previous 751 0.908 1.271 .. .595
Preschool

No Previous 2371 0.515 , 1.025 .588
Preschool

1

Includes all children adequate inforMation6 not intLevel
I sites.

2 Maximum scare = 5.

3 Young is less than 57 months; old is greater than 56 months.

1
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sample

$UBTESTS'FOR

TABLE 50

KR-20

KR-20 RELIABILITIES FOR SPRING 1972 WRAT

TOTAL HSPV SAMPLE, MALE(AND FEMALES'

n mean score S.D.

A.-Spelling (Maximum Score = 8)

Total. 2792 .116 .626 .712

Male a411 ,J99 .585 .719

Female' .1Jo .133 .664 .707

B. Oral. Arithmetic (Maximum Score = 7)

Total 2792 2.320 1.660 .550

Male 1411 2.327 1.684 .557

Female '1381 2.312 1.635 .544

C, Written Arithmetic (Maximum Score = 4)

Total 2792 .078 .388 .499

Male 1411 .060 .355 .534

Female 1381 .09( .419 .474

D. Word- Reading (Maximum Score = 15)

Total 2792 . :078 .388 .499

Male 1411 .060 .355 .534

Female 1381 .096 .419 .474

1

These'subtests were only given in Spring 1972.
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Validity

Almost all of the studies using the WRAT deal with

populations which are not comparable with the HSPV sample.

One exception is a study by Washington & Teska (.1970) in

which they individually administered the WRAT, ITPA,

California Achievewent Tests (CAT) Primary Forms, and the

Stanford-Binet' to 96 disadvantaged children (ages 5-7 to

7-5, mean age = 6-9). Pearsonian correlations of the WRAT

with the CAT are listed bellow:

CAT
"leading

WRAT
Spelling. Arithmetic

Reading .86 .82 .72

Arithmetic .87 .82 .84

Language .80 .84 .69

Total .89 .87 .79

These high correlations are evidence of good conc-;rrent

validity for the WRAT. Correlations with the Star. )i.-d-Binet

and ITPA Verbal Cxpression Subtest are listed b-

Stanfofd-Binet ITPA
WRAT MA IQ Ver. Em). Total

Reading .74 .46 .38. .72

.Spelling '.77 ....;7 , .37 .71

Arithmetic .70 .41 .31. .6E

:.;
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The intercorrelations of the.five WRAT subtests

given in Fall 1971 and the correlations of these subtests

with other tests in the Fall 1971 battery are given in

table 51. The intercorrelations between these subtesti

ranged from .302 for Naming Lettere and Recognizing

letters to .600 for Reading Numbers and Naming Letters.

Some of the highest correlations. between a WRAT subtest

And other tests were .620 (Dot Counting and ETS Enumeration

Counting), .589 (DotCounting and'th2 32-item PSI), .542

(Dot Counting and ETS Enumeration Total), .537 (Recognizing

Letters and the P7wT,, .551 (Copying Marks and' the 32-item

PSI), .508 (Copying Marks and the ETS EnumeratiOn Total), .508

(Reading Numbers and the 32-item PSI); .504 (Copying Marks

and the ETS Enumeration Counting.Subtest), and .500 (Reading

Numbers and the ETS Enumeration Counting Subtest), Correla-

tions between the various WRAT subtests and the ITPA Verbal

Expression Subtest were around .30, and thus similar to the

Washington and Teska (1970) f_indings.

All of the subtests correlated in the .40 - .50'range
S.

with the other achievement measure in the battery (32-item

PSI): .55-Copying Marks .48=Recognizing Letters, 41-Naming

Letters, and .51-Reading Numbers. If the correlations are

corrected for unreliability!, the estimated correlatioh

between the true score components of the 32=item PSI and

these WRAT subtests are higher: .7-Copying :darks, .6-

Recognizing Letters, .5-Naming Letters, and .7-Reading Numbers.

1
2

Using where r1.2 is the correlation between

vitr1.i.-1-2

tests and ti,t2 are reliability estimates for the, tests.
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Remarks

Many of the WRAT subtests appear to be too difficult

for young children. Even though some of the internal

consistency reliabilities are adequate for subtests of

this length, the skewed distribution of most subtest

scores limits the usefulness of this data. Technj.cal

information is still needed on the subtests used only in

the Spring 1972; this was not calculated for the HSPV

data since the results would be confounded by treatment

effects and could not be compared to similar estimates

for the Fail subtests. Because of these problems, it is

recormended that the WRAT subtests be used only as a set

of criterion-reference measures.

Several other questions need to be explored also in

future analyses using the WRAT:

1. Why arethe subtests timed? Is speed really

important, especially for younger children? It is clear

that the time constraints would be a disadvantage to the

youngest children in the HSPV sample.

2. Are the instructicos truly standardized? Since

there is such a wide vaiiety of subtests, it is not

certain whether all testers give every item in a standard

way. In addition, there arc the recurrent problems in

test administration with youner children of prompting,

verbal reinforcement, and gestural cueing.

3. Is the Copying Marks subtest more a measure of
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motor coordination than achievement especial.ly when used

with younger children?

4. Should more attention be placed on individual

children's response styles in addition to correct

responses?

5. Is there a meaningful way to aggregate scores

across subtests to produce one composite achievement score?
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APPENDIX A

Test-Retest / Inter-Tester Reliability Study

Introduction

There are two important issues which this reliability

study has taken under consideration: 1) the estimation

of test stability (i.e., test-retest reliability), and

2) the assessment of inter-tester effects for those ele-

..,ents of the IISPV battery where there is reason to suspect

that the tester may have an important effect on child

performance. The first piece of information is useful

for two reasons: 1) it is evidence on which to decide

whether a particular test should be used in subsequent

"program-effects" analysis, and 2) if it is used for such

a purpose, it provides reliability estimates which are

necessary for estimating true scores. As for the second

piece of information, in any test which requires a

significant amount of interaction between the tester

and the test s:,biect, the objectivity and expertise c:

the tester become very important. This vis particul.,11y

important wh n t(sters are nested v,ithin sites, and when

the traininjof these testers 1 al.:4.0 nested within sites.

This is the case:, in the MSPV evaluation. Any tester

biases (i. e. , "level effects") become completely coe-
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founded with site effects, and could render the interpre-

tation of such site and model effects impos able.

Design

The experiment was conducted at two sites (209,

Salt Lake; and 2001, Kansas City), with three testers,

two paraprofessionals and one expert, at each site. The

test battery was to be administered twice to each child

according to the following design on tester assignment:

FIGURE 1

TIME 1

PP1 PP2

PP1 ;

.

11 11

TIME 2 PP2 11 11

0

E

0 1 22

11 33

15 26
4

33 22 26 I 81

This design was to be implemented by SRI at both the

Salt Lake and Kansas City sites.

The classes were to be chosen at random from those

available to make up the 81 children/site. These

children were to be abs iyned at random- to the 7 cells

of the deiiqn.

329 individual test batries were forwarded toUs by

SR". Of thes,,, 33 wore totally unusable= (i.e., no

data, missing identification fields, etc.) . of the

re::,aining 296 there were 136 usable test pairs the
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remaii ig 24 were missing one of the two observations).

Of these, 7 had one or more incomplete test codes.

The remaining 129 units were used !II all analyses,

with the exception of the tr-tretest correlation-

which maybe based on a sligiuty higher number (136 =

max.). The breakdown of these 129 units is as follows:

Pr1

PP2

El

FIGURE

Salt. Lake City
PP1 aPP2 El

198 11 0

10 8 1p 28 `

11 0 13

S

24

29 19 23 71

Analysis:

3

PP3

PP4

E2

Kansas City
PP3 PP4 E2

11 7

6 10

' 9 0

26 17

18

9 25

4--

6 15

0

15 58

s.

The slat, were analyzed as a repeated measures model with

Groups, i.e., tester pairing (a fixed effect) nested within sites.

An Unweighted Means Analysis using the Datatext,

Release 3 program a.ld an exact least-squares analysis

.using MultiVariance, Version 4 were per,formed. The

results were thoroughly consistent. Table 1.contains

the ANOVA tables for the Unweighted Means Analysis.

The means and standard deviations on vach of the tests
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UNWEIGHTED MEANS ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE
Groups within Sites Repeated Measures'Model

CLASSIFYING FACTORS
SITE SITE
GROUP GROUP
TIME TEST TIME
UNIT SUBJECTS OR UNITS OF ANALYSIS

SOURCE

SITE
GROUP
UNIT

TIME
SITE X TIME .1

GROUP X TIME
TIME X UNIT

TOTAL

PSI

SUM OF SQUARES

837.288
356.408

7131.047

37.318
0.928

30.369
480.067

DF MEAN SQUARE

1 837.288
12 29.701

115 62.009
)-

1

1

12

115

8873.414 257

37.318
0,928
2.531
4.174

34.527

F-TEST

13.503***
0.479

NOT TESTED

8.940***
0.222
0.606

NOT TESTED

ITPA

SOURCE SUM OF SQUARES DF MEAN SQUARE F-TEST

SITE
GROUP
UNIT

TIME
SITE X TIME
GROUP X TIME
TIME X UNIT

TOTAL

302.278 1 302.278 5.410*
433.957 12 36.163 0.647

6425.625 115 55.875 NOT TESTED

0.290, 1 0.290 0.043
19.466 1 19.466 2.913

213.800 12 17.817_ 2.666**
768.474 115 6.682 NOT TESTED

8873.414 257 31.766

Log ONSFORM OF MOTOR INHIBITION

SOURCE SUM OF SQUARES DF MEAN SQUARE F-TEST

SITE 0.004 1 0.004 .0.022

GROUP 4.959 12 0.413 2.220*

UNIT 21.411 115 0.186 NOT TESTED

TIME 0.015 1 0.015 0.312

SITE X TIME 0.075 1 0.075 1.574

GROUP X TIME 2.210 12 0.184 3.860***

TIME X UNIT S. 38 115 0.)48 . NOT TESiLD

TOTAL 34.113 ,-+
Gal 0.1:33



TABLE 1 (Con't.)

UNWEIGHTED MEANS ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TALE
Groups within Sites Repeated Measures/Model

CLASSIFYIN FACTORS
SITE SITE
GROUP GROUP
TIME TEST TIME
UNIT SUBJECTS OR UNITS OF ANALYSIS

SOURCE

454

MOTOR INHIBITION
SUM OF SQUARES DF MEAN SQUARE F-TFST

SITE 43202.371 1 43202.371 0.792
GROUP 1151927.000 12 95093.875 1.759
UNIT 6274506.000 115 54560A18 NOT TESTED

TIME 17345.016 1 17345.016 1.303
SITE X TIME 30126.953 1 . 30126.953 2.264
GROUP X,TIME 471969.563 12 39330.797 2.955**
TIME X UNIT 1530385.000 115 '13307.695 NOT TESTED

TOTAL 4 9519460.000 257 37040.699

EN71M: COUNTING
SOURCE SUM OF SQUARES DF MEAN SQUARE F-TEST

SITE 30.535 1 30.535 3.282
GROUP 52.722 12 4.393 0.472
UNIT 1070.097 115 9.305 NOT TESTED

TIME 0.946 1 0.946 0.768'
SITE X TIME 3.963 1 3.963 3.218
GROUT"( TIME 22.023 12 1.835 1.490
TIME X UNIT 141.634 115 1.232' NOT TESTED

TOTAL 1321.920 ,257 5.144

SOURCE

c4,

'ENUM: POINTING AND TOUCHIN:
SUM OF SQUARES DF MEAN SQUARE 'F -TEST

SITE 28.734 1 28.734 8.334*$
GROUP 28.732 12 2.394 0.694
UNIT 396.403 115 3.448 NOT 'JESTED

. TIME 0.440 1 0.440 0.498
SITE X TINE 0.005 1 0.005 0.006
GROUP X 'UNE - . 16.321 .f 1.360 1.541

TINE X UNIT 101.534 15 0.883 NOT TLSTED

OTAL 572.260 257 2.227



TABLE 1 (Con't.)

UNWEIGHTED MEANS ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE
Croups within Sites Repeated Measures Model

CLASSIFYING FACTORS
SITE SITE
GROUP GROUP
TIME TEST TIME
UNIT SUBJECTS OR UNITS OF ANALYSIS

455

SOURCE
ENUM: SANE ORDER

SUM OF SQUARES . DF MEAN SQUARE F-T5ST

SITE 0.186 1 0.186 0.038

GROUP 24.771 12 2.064 0.417

UM; 569.713 115 4.954 NOT TESTED

TIME 2.603 1 2..603 2.381

SITE X TIME 2.663 1 2.663 2.435

GROUP X TIME 23.645 12 1.970 1.802

TIME X UNIT 125.764 115 1;094 -NOT TESTED

TOTAL 749.345 257 2.916
ti

ENUM: SAME NUMBER
SOURCE SUM OF SQUARES DF MEAN SQUARE F-TEST

SITE 0.290 1 0.290 0.176

GROUP 16.146 12 1.345 u.817

UNIT , 189:486 115 1.648 NOT TESTED
,

TIME 2.834 1 2.834 3.666

SITE X TIME 0.114 1 , 0.114 0.148

GROUP X TIME 7.998 12 0.666 0.86`2

TIME X UNIT , "88.903. 115 0.773' NOT 1ES1p

TOTAL 305.7,1 257 1.190

SOURCE
ENUM: SAX:: TOIAE

SUM OF SQUARI.S DF. MEAN SQUARE

o

F-TEST

SITE 0.942 .. 1 0.42 0.102

GROUP 46.169 12- 3.849 0.415

UN11 1066.222 115 9.271 .NOT TES1ED

TIME 14.870 1 10.870 5.052
5111. X` TINT 3:881 1 3.881 1.804
(,OUP \ TM 31.348 .12 2.612 1.214

1IM1:. X UN E( 24.7.462 115 2.152 NOT TESTED

.
;

' TOTAL
'

1406.914 257 5.474



456

broken down by tester pairing and test-retest are

presented in Table 2. For a description of the tests and

the scoring procedure, see Part II and Chart 1.

Of the elements of the test battery, the PSI, the

ITPA", and the Pointing and. Touching Subtest (Enumeration)

demonstrate0 statistically significant site.effects.

Significant time effects.,(the test-retest oeriod being

separated by a period of 10 days to two weeks) were found

for the PSI and the "same-total" subtest (Enumeration).

in terms of assessing tester bias, the important -NOVA

term is the GROUP X TIME interaction term. A significant

result here indicates that within a group (i.e., a tester

pairing) at a given time point a result deviant from what-

might:have been expected has occurred. TV most reasonable

interpretation of such` can "int*ractio3 effect" is a tester

-leVel'effdet ("bias") . Significant results on the OUP

;.( TIM} ineoractien were found fol the ITPA, Log of the

Motbr!Inhibition,and the Motor' Inhibition. Examination
t

of th(_? I 0.. contrasts of the Group x Time Interaction

ifrom he exact least-suares-:Analynis thdicates thc source

of thcisc significant results (sec Libles 3A, 3B, 3C).

A word f explanition about these contrasts i::
V

perha4s in oLdex-. Theso.are simple contrasts 'in which

, -

each itQ:;t1 pairing group is co::;pared to Exi.ert-Expert

groupf, at that site.
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TABLE 3
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TABLE OF 1 DEGREE OF FREEDOM COTPASTE FOR
GROUP (TESTER. PAIRING) x TIME INTERACTION

A: ITPA

-CONTRAST DIFFERENCE S.E. T-RATIO

(PP1-PP1)-(El-E1) 1.115 1.6428 0.6787
(PP1-PP2)-(El-E1) 3.415 1.5377 2.2333
(PP1-E1)-(El-E1) 4.797 1.4977 3.202
(PP2-PP1)-(EI-E1) 1.524 1.4977 1.018
(PP2-PP2)-(Ef-E1) -0.135 1.6428 -0.082

(El-PP2)-(El-E1) -1.985 1.5377 -1.291
(pp3-pp3)-(E2-E2) 3.439 1.8554 1.853

fPP3-PP4)-(E2-E2) 1.167 2.1107 0.553

(PP3-E2)-(E2-E2) 2.833 1.9268 1.470

(PP4-Pp3)-(E2-E2) 5.310 2.0339 2.611

(PP4-PP4)-(E2-E2) 2.567 1.8878 1.360

(E3-PP4)-(E2-E2) 3.389 41.9268 1.759

$ LOG TRANSFORM OF M I
_

CONTRAST DIFFERENCE S.E. T-RATIO

(PP1-PP1)-(El-E1) -0.128 0.2740 -0.467
(PP1-PP2)-(El-E1) 0.517 0.2564 2.019
(PP1-E1)-(El-E1) -0.584 0.2498 -2.338
(PP2-PP1)-(El-E1) -0.031 0.2498 -0.124
(PP2-PP2)-'(El-E1) -0.213 0.2740 -0.777
'(E1 -PP2)-(E1-E1) 0.362 0.2564 1.414
(pp3-PP 3)-(E2-E2) 0.068 0.3094 0.220
(PP3-PP4)-(E2-E2) 0.048 0.3520 0.136
(PP3-E2)-(E2E2) 0.105 0.3213 0.327
(PP4 -PP3) - (E2 -E2) 0.130 0.3392 0.383
(PP4 -PP4)- (E2 -E2) 0.213 0.3148 0.676
(E3-PP4)-(E2-E2) 0.074 0.3213 0.230
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TABLE 3 (cont.)

TABLE OF 1 DEGREE OF FREEDOM CONTRASTS FOR
GROUP (TESTER PAIRING) x TIME INTERACTION

C: M I

CONTRAST DIFFERENCE S.E. T-RATIO

(PP1-PP1)-(El-E1) - 5.135 73.3115 -0.572
(PP1-PP2)-(El-E1) -0.885 68.6233 -0.013
(PP1-E1)-(EI-E1) -238.657 66.8370 -3.571
(PP2 -PP1) - (El -El) 13.525 66.8370 0.202
(PP2-PP2)-(El-E1) -98.885 73.3116 -1.096
(El-PP2)--(El-E1)- 192.915 68.6233 2.811

(PP3-PP3)-(E2-E2) 32.636 82.8003 0.390
(PP3-PP4)-(E2-E2) 55.167 94.1831 0.586

(PP3 -E2) - (E2 -E2) 39.889 85.9861 0.464

(PP4-PP3)-(E2-E2) 46.429 90.7667 0.512

(PP4-PP4)-(E2-E2) 102.200 84.2488 1.213

(E3 -PP4) - (E2 -E2) 45.556 85.9861 0.530

Note 1: There are 115 d.f. for error.
Significance level = 0.05 for student's

t = +1.98 (two tail test)
Significance level = 0.05 for Dunnett's t

statistic = +2.60 (two tail test)

Ndte 2: Dunnett's t statistic is a test for
multiple comparisons of treatment means
or contrasts among them with a control.
It is based on the probability of falsely
rejecting at least 1 comparison (C.F. Winer)
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For example, the Group 5 contrast is as follows:

TIME 1 TIME 2

PP1-PP1 Group 1 0 0

Nested within
0 0 site

PP2-PP2 Jr 5 1 -1

El-El 6 1

E1 -PP2 7 0 0

Under the n1111 h7.7othesis cf "no tstereffocts,"

pectation of this contrast is zero. Further, by definition,

the experts exhibit zero "tester bias." Thus, thiS contrast

becomes an estimate of paraprofespional tester bias.

For all three measures, the source of the significant

interaction is concent in the-paraprofessional testers

at the Salt Lake site. For the ITPA, however, this is also

some indication of significant interactions- at the Kansas City

site. One must be somewhat cautious, however, in interpreting

these results for the Kansas City site in that there were only

6 children with valid test batteries for the E2-E2 tester

pairing.

In general, the results appear to indicate a strong tester

bias on the part of paraprofessional 1 for all three measures

(i.e., significant contrasts for (PP1-E1) - (El-El) ).
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There also appears to.be a tester bias on the part of para-

professional 2 for at least the Motor Inhibition. The pre-

sence of such significant results for such a small sample

indicates a considerable likelihood for extensive tester

level effects ("bias") in the general HSPV study. As such,

the reliability of these instruments for our purposes is

indeed questionable.

Test-Retest Correlations

The test-retest correlations for Salt Lake and

Kansas City are presented in Tables 4 and 5 respectively.

In Table 6, the data for the parallel groups (1 and 8,

2 and 9, etc.) is pooled across sites, and the correla-

tions are recompu'Led. These correlations can be inter-

preted as coefficients of stability. They depend on

conditions of retesting (e.g., tester, and the length

of time between testings. As such, they are generally

less than coefficients of precision.

The results for the PSI and the ITPA both across

sites and tester conditions are in general quite good.

The estimates for the Motor Inhibition are less impressive.

(There is ih fact one negative estimate (Group 7 at

Kansas City)). This combined with the information on

the susceptibility of this instrument- to tester bias,

makes it an unsatisfactory measurement device. As for

the subtests of Enumeration, with the exception of the
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TEST -RETEST REL 'BILITY ESTIMATES BY TESTER PAIRING (Group #)

SITE 209:- SALT LAKE

GROUP PP1-PP1 PP1-PP2 PP1-E1 PP2-PP1 PP1-PP2
4

TEST 1 2 3 4 5

El -El El-PP2

6 7

PSI .936 .778 .920 .943 .894 .873 .962

(8) (10) (131 (11) (10) (13) (11)

ITPA .660 .798 .774 .898 .949 .889 .850
(8) (9) ."- (11) (11) (11) (131 (11)

LOGMI .735 .743 , .705 .675 .603 .673 .541
(8) (9) j (11) -(11; (11) (13) (11)

MI .869 .883 .770 .682 .583_, .615 . .616'

(8) (9) (11) (11) (11) (13) (11)

Enumeration .054 .334 .516 .421 .893 .480 .548
Pointing & (8) (10) (11) (11) (10) (13) (11)
Touching

10....

Counting .950 .595 .664 .831 .798 .640' .922
(8) (10) j (11) (11) (8) (13) (10)

,

Same No. .326 .725 .676 .229 .875., .867 .431

(8) (10) (11) (11) (10) (13) (11)

Same Order, .91_7 .579 .088 .147 .800 .507 .375
(8) (10) (11) (11) (10) (13) (11)

Same Tr,tal .656 .763 .623 .219 .893 .878 .412
(8) (10) (11) (11) (10) (13) (11)

These are Pearsoft Product Moment Correlations:
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TABLE 5

TEST RETEST RELIABILITYESTIMATES BY TESTER PAIRING
(Group #)

SITE 2001: KANSAS CITY
GROUP

PP3 -PP3 PP3 -PP4 PP3-E2 Pi4-PP3 P4-PP4[E2-E2 E2-PP4

TEST 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

PSI

ITPA

LOGMI4

MI

Pointing
,,and

Touching

COunting

Same N J.

Same Order

Same Total

.891 .343
(11)

.726
(10)

(6)

.536
(7)

.516 .348
(10) (7)

.526 .226
(10) (7)

:1,98 .45-B

(11)

. 936

. 875
(11)

.507
(11)

.753

(7)

. 753
(6)

.706
(7)

. 833

(10)

. 8'41

(10)

. 748

(10)

. 804

6960
(8)

793
(8)

.340
(8)

-.370
(10) (8)

. 7.75

(9)

. 760-

(9)

.247
.(9)

. 845
(7)

.861
(7)

-0.258
(7)

.687
(10)

. 455
(10)

. 511

(10)

. 529
(10)

. 913
(10)

.931
(10)

. 894
(10)

. 215 .200 .175 .132
(7) (9) (7) (10)

.649 . 365 -0.265
k (9) (7)

. 504
(10)

. 866
(6)

. 823
(6)

. 820
(6)

. 831

(6)

. 818

(6)

.915
(6)

.759
(6)

-0.408
(6)

.971
(95

.797
(9)

-0.0307
(9)

-0.0312
(9)

0.249
(9)

.309
(9)

-0.036,3
(9)

0.233
(9)

0.330 '-0.203
(6) (9)

These are Pearson Product Moment Correlations.

6



TABLE

TEST-RETEST RELIABILITY: POOLED ACROSS SITES
. (Gro4 #P

GROUP

TEST 1 2 3 | 4 5
I

6 7

PSI .952 .658 .885 .903 .833 ,.882 .923

(19) (16) (21) (19) (20) (19) (20)
,

.

ITPA .820 .569 .735 .882 .84'0 .857 .779
(19) (16) (21) (19) (18) (19) _ (19)

LOGMI .626, .564 .555, .623 .459 .710 ...302

(19) (16) (21) ' (19) (18) (19) (19)

.

MI .744 .599 .550 .652 .421 .714, .381
(19) (16) (21) (19) (18) (19). (19)

Enumeration .530 .318 .8,o7 .620 .906 .499 .0276
Pointing & (19) (17) (20) (18) (20) (19) -(20)
Touching

Counting .946 .496 1 .690 .801 .878 .700 .636
(19) (16) (20) (18) (18) . (19) (19)

. ,

Same No. .382 .726 .521 .0358 .833 .847 .0510
(19) (17) : (20)

1

(13) (20) (19) (20)

,

Same Order .608
!

!

.484 . .132 .242 .575 .304 , .261
(19) (17) (20) (18) (20) (19) (20')

I

Same Total .487 .737 .538 .108 .807 .790 .498
(19) (17) (20) (18) (20) (19) (20)

I
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counting subtest, the estimates vary greatly from one

subtest to another, from one group to another. Because

of the relatively small sample sizes, interpretation of

these variations is perhaps inappropriate. Nevertheless,

it is quite clear that 'the seeming unreliability of the

subtests make them inadequate for our uses.



CHART 1

SCORING PROCEDURES

PSI

470

All items on which a child is correct, either verbally
or non-verbally, is scored 1.. The test score consists
of the sum of correct items (range = 0-32).

ITPA

The test score consists of the sum of all the number of
times each category occurs for all objects.

Motor Inhibition-
ON!

The test score is the slow time for the winding up on the
Tow Truck Task. The time is measured in 1/10 secs. The
"Loa of the rotor Inhibition" is simply the natural log
of the slow time for the tow truck. A child's slow score
is used only if the child paSsed two out of the three pre-
test tasks.

ETS Enumeration:

Counting Subtest: (Items 2A, 3A, 4A) : Range (0-6)
A child receives 1 point for correctly counting each
item (maximum = 3 points). A. child receives I point
for telling how many points there are, eithQr by
giving the correct number (irregardless of whether or
note he previously counted to that number) , or by giving
a single incorrect number which is the same number he
just previously counted to (maximum = 3 points).

Touchina Subtest: (Items 6B -11B) : Range (0-6)
A child receives 1. point for each; correct item.

Same Number Natchina: (Items 13C-20C): Range (0-8)
A child receives 1 point for each correct item.

Same Order Matching: (Items 22C -27C) : Range (0-6)
A child receives 1 point for each correct item.

Same Total Subtest: This iS the'sum of the-same number
matching and same order matching subtests.
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APPENDIX B

Eight-Block Sort Reliability Study

In the fall of 1971 in one site (Kansas City) Huron

Institute and SRI conducted an inter-observer reliability

study of the Eight-Block Sort observations using the observer

form included in both the Fall 1971 and Spring 1972 batteries.'

In this study two observers (paraprofessionals) simultaneously

watched 20 children and three observers (two paraprofessionals.

and one expert trainer) simultaneously observed 8 children.

Definition of Variables

The variables used in this reliability study are displayed

in Tables 1 and 2. The components of the Eight-Block Sort

scoring sheet which constitute the variables outlined in

Table 1 are numbered on the sample scoring sheet in Table 2.

The SRI Spring 1972 scoring procedures manual for Eight-Block

Sort observers is attached at the end of this study (Chart 1)

to give more information about the meaning of these variables.

Some of the variables with their appropriate subcategories

that one might like to obtain from the Eight-Block Sort

observations are listed below:

1
The observer forms used in the Fall 19G9, Spring 1970, and
Spring 1971 batteries were different.
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TABLE 1

VARIABLES FOR ANALYZING INTER-OBSERVER RELIABILITY
OF THE EIGHT -BLOCK SORT SCORING SHEET USED IN
FALL 1971 AND SPRING 1972 OF THE HSPV STUDY

Variable # Name of Variable 1
Components 2f,
Score Sheet

1 Orientation Time 2

2 Training Time 3

3 Mother's Training Time 1

4 Mom IndicateS Future (0) 4

5 Mom Indicates Height (0) 5

6 Mom Indicates Mark (0) 6

7 Mom Indicates Ht.& Mk.(0) 7-

8 = (4+5+6+7) Mom Indicates Total (0) 4+5+6+7
9 Mom Reason (0) 10+11+12

10 Mom Praise (0) 8+9+18
11 MoM Blame '(0) 13+14+15+17
12 - Child Talk Height (0) 19
13 Child Talk Mark (0) 20
14 Child Talk Ht.& Mk. (0) 21
15 = (12+13+14) Child Talk Total (0) 19+20+21
16 Child Non-Work (0) 22+23+24+26
17 Child Observe (0) 25
18 Mom Place Height (T) 27
19 Mom Place Mark (T) 28
20 Mom Place Ht.& Mk. (T) 29
21 = (18+19+20) Mom Place Total (T) 27+28+29
22 Mom Talk Height (T) 30
23 Mom Talk Mark (T) 31
24 Mom Talk Ht.& Mk.(T) 32
25 = (22+23+24) Mom Talk Total (T) 30+31+32
26 = (21+25) Mom Train Total (T) 27+28+29+30+31+32
27 Mom Reason (T) 35+36+37
28 Mom Praise (T) 33+34+43
29 Mom Blame'.."(T) 38+39+40+42
30 Child Place (T) 44
31 Child Goof (T) 45
32.. Child Talk Height (T) 46
33% Child Talk Mark (T) 47
34 Child Talk Ht.& Mk. (T) 48
35 = (32+33+34) Child Talk Total (T) 46+47+48
36 = (30+31) Child Work (T) a, 44+45
37 Child Non-Work (T) 49+50+51+53
38 Child Observe (T) 52
39 Success Ht. Placement (0-2ptsJ 54
40 Success Mk.Placement (0-2pts.) 55
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TABLE 1 (cont.)

Variable #

.41 = (39+40)
42
43
44 = (42+43)
45 =.. (41+44).

Name of Variable 1
Components o5
Score Sheet

Success Placement (0-2pts.) 54+55
Success Ht.Reason(0-2pts.) 56
Success Mk. Reason (0-2pts.) 57
Success Reason (0-4pts.) 56+57
Success Total (0-8pts.) 54+55+56+57

1Abbreviations -used include (0) Orientation period,
(T) - training period, Ht. - height, Mk. - Mark,
Pts. - points.

2
Numerals represent which parts of 'the scoring sheet
(see.. Table 2) are used for each variable
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TABLE 2
474

EIGHT BLOCK SORT SCORING SHEET WITH NUMERALS IN
SPACES USED TO FORM VARIABLES FOR INTER-OBSERVER RELIABILITY STUDY

Adult's Name

Relationship to Child

Child's Name

Child's Ethnic Background

Teacher

School/Center

Community/City

State

Observer

Trainer

Comments (absenteeism, refusals etc.)

Date

Where was task administered and under what conditions?

PART I: TRAINER TEACHING MOTHER ^

MOTHER'S PZRYORANCP: IN TRAINING SESS40S
Time
Started

NUMBF.R.OF DID SHE SUCCEED ANY ERRORS. TRAINER MADE?

TRIALS ON FINAL TRIAL? (Please specify)

CYCLE 1: \ HEIGHT Yes No

CYCLE 2': 'MARK Yes No

CYCLE 3: HEIGHT & MARK Yes No

CYCLE 4: S&T S-BLOCES Yes No

Tine: trainer teaching mother - 1

Time
Ended



Time Started

PART II: MOTHER TEACHING CHILD

IORIENTATION PERIOD

MOTHER

INDICATES verbally or non - verbally:

FUTURE TASK 4

HEIGHT 5

LARK 6

HEIGHT & MARK 7

DIRECT REQUEST

RESPOND

CONtIENO, PLAY.

PRAISE

ACKNU:VLEDGE

a

BEHAVIOR MODIFICATI-ON

reason

question

firm' .

10

11

12

_threaten, demean 13.

punish 14

'"I DON'T KNOW"
_IGNORE, NO RESPONSE

REFUSE, REJECT 15

OBSERVE 16

BRIBE 17

ENCOURAGE 18

TASK IRRELINANCW

475

Orientation Tine - 2

P.

CHILD

SPECIFICALLY TALKING aboutt

HEIGHT 19-

MARE 20

HEIGHT & MARK 21

DIRECT REQUEST

RESPOND

COMMENTS, PLAY

PRAISE

ACKNOWLEDGE

BEHAVIOR MODIFICATION

reason.

-question

firm

threaten, demean

punish

"i DON ENOS"
IGNORE, NOR%SPOSSE 23

REFUSE, REJECT 24

OBSERVE

BRIBE

ENCOURAGE

TASK IRRELEVANCY,

25.

26



Time Started

MOTHER

REQUESTS PLACING:

HEIGHT

MARK

HEIGHT & MARK

1TRAINING PfRIO D1

27

2*E

REQUESTS TALKING:

HE

MARK

HEIGHT & MARK

30

31

32

PLACING BLOCKS:

476

Tie Ended

.CHILD

44

GOOFING AROUND: 45

SPECIFICALLY TALKING about:

HEIGHT

MARK

46

47

HEIGHT & MARK

DIRECT REQUEST

RESPOND

TEACH

COMMENTS, PLAY

PRAISE 33

'ACKNOWLEDGE 34

8

DIRECT REQUEST

RESPOND

TEACH.

COMMENTS, PLAY

PRAISE

ACKNOWLEDGE

49

BEHAVIOR MODIFICATION BEHAVIOR MODIFICATION

reason 35 reason,

que.:4tion 36 i question

firm 37 firm

threaten, demean 38 threaten, dement'

punish 39 punish

"I DON'T KNOW"
"I DON'T-KNOW"

IGNORE,. NO RESPONSE
IGNORE, NO RESPONSE

.

REFUSE,1REJECT 40 ,REFUSE, REJECT

OBSERVE. 41 OBSERVE

BRIBE 42 BRIBE'

50

51

52

ENCOURAGE 43 ENCOURAGE

TASK IIIREIEVANCY , TASK IRRMEVANCY 53
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-- Mother's verbal communication to child
a. positive
b. negative
c. neutral
d, total

- - Task orientation and presentation to the child
a. verbal
b. non verbal
c. ordering of presentation

- - Child's responses to the mother
a. work
b. non-work
c. verbal
d. non-berbal

-- Mother's control system of child (i.e. motivational
techniques)

a. positive (i.e., praise, approval, support, etc..)
b. negative (i.e., blame, criticism, disapproval, etc.)

-- Child's success during testing period
a. placement success
b. reason success

Unfortunately, only a few of these variables can be obtained

from the observational sheets used in 1971-72. Some of the

constraints imposed by the score sheets in defining variables

are as follows:

-- In the orientation period, mother's verbal and non-

verbal responses are recorded together. This is also

true in both the orientation and training periods for

catecieries such as "praise", "acknowledge", "threaten",

"refuse", "bribe" and "encourage". Thus, it is imposs-

ible to get an accurate comprehensive verbal variable

for the mother. The only valid verbal variable that

can be specifically defined is mother's verbalness in

task directions during training.
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-- Behaviors observed are recorded in only one place

(except for the behavior modification behaviors). For

instance, if the mother gives an instruction about

the heights of the blacks during the training

period it is placed under "requests placing --

height" or "teach". It should be placed under the

former since the general rule given to observers is

to code under the more specific category. In many

cases, the behaviors coded are confounded. For

instances, if a mother says quickly, "I'll get you

an ice cream cone if you place .this block correctly",

a mark is placed under "requests placing" and not

"bribe". A request such as "put this where it belongs

and later I'll get you an ice cream cone" is scored

first under "requests placing" and then under "bribe''.
1

Thus, it is probable that some of the control system

variables (i.e. , "bribe", "threaten", "praise", etc.)

are listed with the "requests placing" category above

the double line on the form, and that the behaviors

recorded below the. double line are most likely conser-

vative estimates, while the categories above the

double line are more valid.

Orientation is defined as "ended" when the mother

gives her first instruction to the child to place a

1
Information for coding obtained from an SRI trainer.
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block. Thus, Eome orientation behaviors for some

mothers are recorded under training. The mother

who explains all dimensions of the blocks to her

child before requesting placement of one block will

probably appear to have alonger orientation period

than the mother who explains one dimension and asks

the child to place a block on that dimension before

explaining other dimensions. Therefore, even though

both of these mothers may use the same amount of

orienting behaviors (although in a different.sequence),

the former mother will have more behaviors and time

marked under orientation on the present form.

An accurate conception of how the mother teaches the

child:is hard to get since the sequencing of behaviors

is not noted on the score sheet. The child's behaviors

are recorded irregardless of what the mother requests

or demands. Specific responses to the mother's

requests are not known.

-- During the testing period of the child, the mother is

instructed to be quiet i.e. neutral. If she is

not neutral, the observer is required to identify the

mother's, behavior as "rejection, dissatisfaction, non-

verbal support, verbal support, or parent answered."

Since these variables are complicated by the fact that
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the mother is instructed to be quiet, they can not

be used as part of a larger variable such as "mother's

verbalness". For example, a normally "rejectinq"
0

mother may not be "rejecting" during the testing

period since she is told to be puiet.

In spite of these constraints the group of variables listed

in Table 1 were chosen for preliminary analysis. In light

of the problems outlined above/more Confidence we have, more

can be placed in those variables formed"from categories

above the double line for the orientation period (i.e.;

variable #s 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 12, 13, 14, 15) and the training

period (i.e., variable #s 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26,

30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36), and in the success and time

variables (i.e., variable #s 1, 2, 3, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45).

Another problem encountered in determining meaningful

variables is the lack of time limits for the orientation

and training periods. From a child development,point of

view, it can be argued that the percentage of the total time

a mother or child engages in a-particular behavior during

the orientation and training period is a more satisfactory

estimate of the behavior than just absolute frequency counts.

For example, a mother who has ten tallies under "requests

talking" during a five minute training session may be

teaching her child quite differently from the mother who had

ten tallies under the same category during a fifteen minute
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training session. One of these two mothers is probably

more verbal and/or more instructive; it is difficult to say

that the two mothers are equivalent because they have the

same number of tallies. Since it is not certain which of

the two units of analysis (frequency counts vs. frequency

per minute) is best for analyzing this ,observational data,

both units were used in the reliability study for variables

describing the orientation and training process. Only
A

frequency counts were used for the stIccess and time variables.

Item and Score Characteristics

Table 3 lists basic statistics (mean, standard deviation,

skewness and kurtosis) for most of the 45 variables, using

frequency count as the unit of analysis (Part 7) and for sev-

eral of the variables, using frequency per minute as the

unit of analysis ,(Part B). These statistics are computed for

each observer across twenty children. From these statistics

using the frequency counts, it can be seen that several of

the variables occur very infrequently: 4-Mom Indicates

Future (0) , 9-Mom Reason (0) , 10-Mom Praise (0) , 11-Mom Blate

(0), 14-ChildTalk Ht. & Mk. (0), 16 Child non-work (0) ,

29-Mom Blame (T) , 31-Child Goof (T) , and 34-Child Talk Ht.

& Mk. (T).

Several of the variables are positively skewed; in most

cases these arc the same variables that occur very infrequently.
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TABLE 3

BASIC STATISTICS (MEAN, S.D., SKEWNESS
AND KURTOSIS) FOR SEVERAL EIGHT-BLOCK
SORT VARIABLES FOR EACH OBSERVER (01, 02)

Part .A - Unit-of Analysis.= Frequency Count

Variable #/Name Observer Mean s.b. Skewness
2

Kurtosis 2

1-Orientation 01 1.400 1.319 .674 .778
Time - 02 1.50 .910 .099 -1.111

2-Training Time 01 12.050 6.946 -.123 -1.337
02 11.700 . .

1
. .._ . -1.096

3-Mother Training 01 6.150 2.151 '2.458*** 6.141***
Time 02 6.800 2.272 2.167*** 5.777***

4-Mom Indicate 01 . .600 .583 .363 -.723
Future (0) 02 1.050 .865 Y .368 .689

5-Mom Indicate
HT. (0)

01
02

3.350,
2.400

2.903
2.223

1.086*
.775

1.468
-.225

6-Mom Indicate 01 3.050 2.376 .254 -.853
Pk. (0) 02 2.950 2.459 .239 -.997

7-Mom Indicate 01 1.850 2.007 .614 -1.158
Ht. & Mk. (0) 02 1.250 1.577 .731 -1.167

8-Mom Indicate 01 8.850 4.993 -.027 -.626
Total (0) 02 7.650 4.819 :301 -.723

9-Mom Reason (0) 01 .200 .678 3.577.'" 11.629*"
02 -0.100 .300 2.667*** 5.111**k

10-Mom Praise,(0) 01 1.900 2.567 1.636** 2.482*
02 .950 1.857 2.038*** 3.417**

11-Mom Blame (0) -01 .050 .218 4.129*** 15.053***
02 .100 .300 2.667*** 5111**

12-Child Talk Ht.(0) OI 2.750 2.605 .461 ,o, -4_%07o
02 2.150 2.330 .435 i-it.526

13-Child, Talk rk. (0) 01 2.050 2.132 .739 0-.473
02 1.800 2.337 .994 -.466

14-Child Talk Ht. & 01 .050 .218 4.129"* 35.053*"
& Mk. (0) 02 .100 .300 2.667*** 5.111***

15-Child Talk 01 4.850 4.304 . .332 -1.185
Total (0) 02 4.050 4.318 .745 -.733

16-Child Non- 01 .300 .714 2 T78.4*-3'-* 7.379***
Work (0) 02 1.800 6.735 4.060*** 14.671***

1N = -20

2
Significance levels * = .05

** = .01

*** = .001
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Variable #/Name Observer

TABLE 3 (coWt.)

S.D. Skewness 2 Kurtosis 2Mean

18-Mom Place 01 3.950 4.477 1.310* .789
Ht. (T) 02 3.300 3.648 1.180* .494

19-Mom Place 01 3.250 4.918 2.704*** 7.694***
Mk:- (T) 02 3.400 5.132 2.370*** 5.826***

20-Mom Place 01 15.800 15.045 1.212* .333
Ht. & Mk. (T) 02 15..00 15.138 1.364* .915

.. 21-Mom Place Total 01 23.000 17.697 1.247* .66-8
(T). 02 22.150 16.912 1.211* .683

22-Mom Talk Ht. (T) 01 10.300 8.984 .619 -1.034
02 8.900 8.185 .998 .018

23-Mom Talk Mk. (T) 01 7.550 5.500 .979 .869
02 6.250 4.700 1.273* 2.732*

24-Mom Talk Ht. & 01 8.900 7.981 1.151*
Mk. (T) 02 10.700 9.198 1.104* .592

25 -prom Talk Total (T) 01 26.750 16.226 .416 -.685
02 25.850 15.278 .509 -.518

26-NoM Train Total 01 49.750 28.133 .741 .898
(T) 02 48.000 27.631 .625 .409

27-Nom-Reason (T) 01 04.000 4.940 1.603** 1.657
02 1.800 2.088 1.387* .738

28-Mom Praise (T) tl 18.250 9.762 .305 -.594 ,

02 14.650 9.551 .559 -.350
29-Nom Elam -(T) 01 .350 .953 2.948*** 7.772***

L 02 .350 .792 2.310*** 4.279***
30-Child 11qp (T). 01 36.250 23.343 .811 .250

02 35.500 25.463 .672 -.294
31-Child itor\IT) 01 .150 .477 3.173*** 8.829***

02 . .150 .477 3.173*** 8.829***
32-Child Talk 01 11.450 7:046 .062 -1.473

Ht. (T) 02 10.350 7.227 .407 -1.343
33-Ch l-rd Talk 01 10.550 7.652 .229 -1.078

Mk. (T) (2r2 9.150 6.966 .482 -.696
34-Child Talk Ht. & 01 1.000 2.280 2.681*** 5.757w

. _ ,,
. 02 1.450 2.765 2.011*** 2.796*

35-Child Talk Total
()

01
02

23.000
20.950

13.539
12.706

-.066
.075

-1.312
-1.249

36-Child Work (T) 01 36.400 ?3.427 .792 .193
--"N 02 36.650 25.558 .658 -.334

1N = 19-20

2
Significance levels = .05,*

** = .01
*** = .001
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Variable #/Name

TABLE 3 (con't.)

S.D. Skewness 2 Kurtosis 2Observer Mean

37-Child Non-Work 01 6.200 11.634 3.289*** 10.213***
(T). 02 5.800 9.750 3.197*** 10.127***

39- Success Ht. 01 1.789 .521 -2.443*** 4.901***-
Placement 02_ 1.789 .521 -2.443*** 4.901***

40-Success Mk. 01 1.789 .521 -2.443*** 4.901* **
Placement 02 1.789 .521 -2.443*** 4.901***

41-Success 01 3.579 .936 -2.158*** 8.125**
Placement 02 3.579 .936 -2.158*** 3.125**

42-Success Ht.. 01 .842 .987 .320 -1.898
Reason 02 .842 .987 .320 -1.898

43-Success Mk. 01 1.158 .933 -.318 -1.775
Reason 02 1.158 .933 -.318 -1.775

44-Success Reason 01 2.000 1.806 .054 -1.804
02 2.000 1.806 .054 -1.804

45-Success Total 01 5.579 2.369 -.419 -.999
02 5.579 2.369 -.419 -.999

Part B - Unit of Analysis = Frequency Per Minute

8-Mom Indicate . 6.768 3.124 .347 -.470
Total (0) 02 6.607 4.036 .496 .826

9-Mom Reason '(0) 01 .036 .129 3.323 * ** 9.077***
02 .071 .175 2.041** 2.167

10-Mom Praise (0) 01 1.583 1.624 1.290* 1.317
02 .810 1.285 1.612* 1.185

11-Mom Blame (0) 01 .071 .258 3.238 * ** 9.077***
02 .107 .279 2.494*** 4.798

IS:I-Child Talk 01 3.708 2.5175 .7-171 .379
Total (0) 02 3.714 3.293 .772 -.372

16-Child Non-Work (0) 01 .286 .452 .949 -1.100
02 1.286 3.963 3.271*** 8.832***

21-Mom Place 01 2.189 1.146 .811 -.289
Total (T) 02 2.029 1.013 1.196* .944

25-Mom Talk 01 2.390 1.828 .553 -.417
Total (T) 02/ 2.820 2.162 1.646** 2.234*

1N = 19-20

?Significance levels * = .05
** = .01

*** = .001 /
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Variable #/Name

TABLE 3 (x..on't.)

.D. Skewness 2
Kurtosis2Observer Mean

26-Mom Train . 01 5,078 2.503 1.140* .525
Total (T) 02 4.850 2.727 1.486** 1.928

27-Mom Reason (T) 01 .365 .366 .829 -.697
02 .148 .157 .924 -.510

28-Mom Praise (T) 01 2.266 1.945 2.109*** 4.578***
02 1.748 1.518 1.346* .560

29-Mom Blame (T) 01 .028 .072 2.648*** 5.939***
02 .038 .086 2.370*** 4.645***

30-Child Place (T) 01 3.529 1.724 1.023 .230
02 3.168 1.524 .865 2.263*

11.343*--31-Child Goof (T) 01 .010 .032 3.535***
02 .009 .030 3.690*** 12.374***

35-Child Talk 01 2.686 1.858 .366 -1.124
Total (T) 02 2.617 2.475 1.696** 2.273*

36-Child Work (T) 01 3.538 1.721 1.012 .225
02 3.177 1.522 .852 2.267*

37-Child Non- 01 .537 .814 3.153*** 9.780***
Work (T) 02 .380 .635 3.439*** 11.504***

2
Significance levels * = .05

** = .01
*** = .001
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In addition, if the variable has a skewed distribution using

frequency counts as the unit, it tends to also have a skewed

distribution using frequency per minute' as the unit. Variables

.which seem to be both infrequent and/or positively, ,skewed

(with both units of analysis) are 9, 10 and 11 (Mom's Reason,

Praise and Blame during orientation), 29 (Mom's Blame during

training), 14 and 16 (Child Talks Ht. & Mark and Child Non-

work during orientation,) and 31, 34 and 37 (Child's Goofing,

Non -work, and Talking Ht. & Mk. during training). Other

variables which appear to have positively skewed distributions

(based on frequency counts) are 3 (Mother's Training Time)

and 19 (Mom Place Mk. during training) .

The distribution of all the successful placement variables

(39,40, 41) are negatively skewed. There is a ceiling

effect for these scores for both observers for every variable.

Out of a total possible score of four points for successful

placement, the mean for each observer for the ,twenty children

was 3.579 (S.D. = .936).

Inter-observer Reliability

Reliability estimates for the two paraprofessional observers

were calculated in two ways. One estimate of the observers'

agreement is the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient.

These correlations for thirty variables using frecuency counts

as the unit of analysis are listed in Table 4. The coefficients

(which range from .147 for. Mom Reason (0) to 1.000 for the
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TABLZ. 4

INTER-OBSERVER RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS FOR TWO OBSERVERS
FOR SEVERAL EIGHT-BLOCK SORT VARIABLES WITH
FREQUENCY COUNTS USED AS UNIT OF ANALYSIS

Variable #/Name
Correlation R's from Signieicance,
Coefficient ANOVA F Observers'

1-Orientation Time .783 .724 N.S.
2-Training Time .936 .938 N.S.

Total. Time (1 1- 2) .939 .938 N.S.
8-Mom Indicate Total (0) .804 .787 N.S.
9-Mom Reason (0) .147 .692 N.S.
10-Mom Praise (0) .807 .124 N.S.
11-Mom Blame (0) .688 .703 .025
12-Child Talk Ht. (0) .929 .900 .025
13-Child Talk Mk. (0) .865 .862 N.S.
14-Child Talk Ht. & Mk. (0) .688 .655 .025
15- Child. Talk Total (0) .945 .931 .026
16-Child Non-Work (0) .241 .939 N.S.
17-Child Observe (0) .694 .051 N.S.
21-Mom Place 'Total (T) .982 .981 - N.S.
25-Mom Talk Total (T) .958 .957 N.S.
26-Mom Train Total (T) .987 .986 N.S.
27-Mom Reason (T) .800 .976 N.S.
28-Mom Praise (T) .884 .655 N.S.
29-Mom Blame (T) .954 .829 .010
30-Child Place (T) .940 .939 N.S.
31-Child Goof (T) 1.000 1.000 N.S.
32-Child Talk Ht. (T) .908 .901 N.S.
33-Child Talk Mk. (T) .935 .917 .025
34-Child Talk Ht.&Mk.(T) .678 N.S.
35-Child Talk Total (T) .963 .952 .025
36-Child Work (T) .941 .940 N.S. ,

37-Child Non-Work (T) .960 .948 N.S.
38-Child Observe (T) .443 .787 N.S.
41-Success Placement 1.000
44-Success Reason 1.000
45-Success Total 1.000

1 ,F test for observers equals MSobservers T 'observer x units

N = 20 children observed
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success scores and Child Goof (T) are quite adequate.

Sixty percent of the r's are greater than .900. Correlation

coefficients for the same two observers on .a smaller group

Of variables using frequency per minute as a unit of analysis

are listed in Table 5. These are not as high as those

using frequency-countsAs a unit of analysis. They range

from .164 for Child Work (T) to .998 for Child Goof (T).

Only 12% of the variables have r's greater than .90. Thus,

higher inter-observer agreement is obtained using frequency

counts as the unit of analysis.

The other estimate of reliability was calculated from

the sums of squares of a one-way repeated measures analysis

of variance between the observers (with the observers'

scores used as repeated measures) was completed for-a parti-

cular variable, an estimate of reliability was calculated using

the following formula:
1

1 MS MS .

iFT unit witnn
1 MS MS + Ms
IT unit within within

where unit = observer's scores

h = n of observers

MS .

it
= Sobserver

un
dfobserver

MSwithin
SSobserver + S

rSobseyer x unit

dfobserver + dfobserver x unit

1
B.J. Winer, Statistical principles in experimental design.

New York, -McGraw Hill, 1962.
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TABLE 5

INTER-OBSERVER RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS FOR TWO
JBSERVERS FOR SEVERAL EIGHT-BLOCK SORT VARIABLES
WITH FREQUENCY PER MINUTE AS UNIT CF ANALYSIS

Variable #/Name
Correlation
Coefficient

R's From
ANOVA

Significance)
F Observers

21-Mom Place Total (T) .465 .176 N.S.
25-Mom Talk Total (T) .536 .995 N.S.
26-Mom Train Total (T) .363 .307 .010
27-Mom Reason (T) -.660 .382 N.S.
28-Mom Praise'(T) .337 .174 N.S.
29-Mom Blame (T) .544 .571 N.S.
30-Child Place,(T) .167 .321 N.S.
31-Child Goof (T) .998 .554 N.S.
35-Child Talk Total (T) .577 .474 N.S.
36-Child Work (T) .164 .858 N.S.
37-Child Non-Work (T) .900 . .214 N.S.

8-Mom Indicate Total (0) .720
9-Mom Reason (0) .674

10-Mom Praise (0) .792
11-Mom Blame (0) .887
15-Child Talk Total (0) .827
16-Child Non-Work (0) .417

N = 20 children observed

1
F test for observers equals MSobserver 7 MSobserver x units
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The reliability. coefficients calculate I from the ANOVA

design for the variables using frequency counts as the

unit of analysis (Table 4) are very similar to the product-

moment correlation coefficients. They range from .051

for Child. Observe (0) to 1.000 for Child Goof (T) , with

57% of the r's being greater than .900. Seven out of 28

F tests for,observer effects are significant, meaning that

for these scores there is a significant component of variance

due to differences in observers. This can be attributable

to. differences in observers' concentration and attention

to the children observed or to actual,differences in the

frame of references the observers used to judge the variables.

The reliability estimates calculated from the ANOVA

design for the variables using frequency per minute as the unit

of analysis (Table 5) are often not s.milar to the product-

moment correlations. These estimates range from 1.76 for

Mom Place Total (T) to .99-5 for Mom Talk Total (T) with one

out of 11 (9%) being qreater-than .900. Only one of the F

tests for observer effects is significant.

Finally, estimates of inter-observer reliability for the

three observers (N.= 8 children) were calculated from the

ANOVA design for ten selected variables using frequency

counts as the unit of analysis (Table 6). All of these

coefficients are quite-adequate, ranging from .406 for orien-

tation time to .988 for Child Talk Total (0). One-half of

the r's is greater than .900; 90% is g7cater than .800. Four
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TABLE 6

INTER-OBSERVER RELIABILITY CALCULATED FROM ANOVA
FOR THREE OBSERVERS FOR SEVERAL EIGHT-BLOCK SORT

VARIABLES WITH FREQUENCY COUNTS AS UNOF ANALYSIS

R from
Variable #/Name ANOVA Significance)

P-Mom Indicate Total (0)
l'-Child Talk Total (0)

.942

.988
N.S.
N.S.

2i-Mom Place Total (T) .890 .003
25-Mom Talk Total (T) .834 .011
26-Mom Train Total (T) .843 .001
35-Child Talk Total (T) .920 .015
36-Child Work (T) .873 N.S.

1-Orientation TiMe .406 N.S.
2-Training Time .911 N.S.
Total Time (1 + 2) .914 N.S.

N = 8 children observed.

1
F test for observers equals MS observer MSobserver x units
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of the F tests (40%) for observer effects are significant.

After looking at the raw data, this seems to be attributable

to the fact that the expert observer was using a different

frame of reference for-rating than the t o paraprofessionals.

Variable Intercorrelations

The intercorrelations of most of the Eight-Block

Sort variables listed in Table 1 using frequency counts as

the unit of analysis are listed in Table 7 for each of the

two observers. The first number in the appropriate space

is the correlation for the two variables for observer 1

based on 20 children, while the second number in the space

is the same correlation for observer 2. In most cases,

the correlations for both observers are very similar.

The intercorrelations among the success scores (variable #s

39-45) are exactly the same for both observers.

In general, many correlations are low. Some of the more

interesting higher correlations between variables are as

follows:

-- Mom Indicate Total (0) correlates .82/.76 with Child
Talk Total (0).

-- Training Time correltes .66/.70 with Mom Place Total (T)

.62/.66 with Mom Talk Total (T), .77/.80 with Mom Train
Total (T) ,_ and .82/.83 with Child Work (T) .

-- Mom Train Total (T) correlates -.52/-.49 with Child
Talk To4.:al (0) , and .60/.52 with Mom Praise (T) .

-- Child Work (T) correlates .73/.76 with Mom Place HT. (T)

and .56/.60 with Mom Place Total (T).
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-- Child Goof (T) correlates .97/.92 with Mom Blame (T).

-- Child Talk Total (T)' 4:elates .89/.77 with Mom Talk
Total (T).

-- Child Non-Work (T) correlates .72/.59with Mom Reason
(T) and .86/.72 with Mom Blame (T).

Successful height placement is negatively correlated

(60's to 80's range) with Mom Reason (T), Mom Blame(T), Child

Goof (T) and Child Non-Work (T). Successsful mark placement

is negatively correlated with Mom Reason (-.81/-.69) and Child

Non-Work (-.60/-.45) during training. Successful placement

(total) is neaatively correlated with Mom Reason (-.90/-.75)

and Child Non-WOrk (-.83/-.-73) during training. The largest
O

correlation for Total Success score'was with Child Non-Work

during 'training (-.60/-.62).

Intercorrelations for the two observers .on. some of the

variables using frequency per minute as a unit of analysis

are listed in Table 8. There are more discrepancies between

the two observers' correlations for two variables using

this unit Of analysisYthan there are when frequency counts

is the unit of analysis (Table 7). In addition, there are

only a few interesting large correlations: Child Talk Total

(T) correlates .95/.96, with Mom talk Total IT); Child Non-

Mirk (T) correlatds .88/.92 with Child Godf (T). Of the

three success scores used in the aniLlyslis, only the success-

ful placgment score,correlates with a particular behav-

ior in training in the .50's or above fpr both observers:

=.66/-.58 with Mom Reason (T) and -.59/-.60 with Child Goof (T).



V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e
 
3
/
n
a
M
e

I
2

3
1
8

1
9

'
2
0

2
1

2
2

2
3

2
4

2
5

2
6

2
7

2
8

2
9

3
0

3
1

3
2

3
3

3
4

3
5

3
6

3
7

4
1

4
4

-
.
1
3

T
r
a
i
n
i
n
g
 
T
i
m
e

-
.
1
9

3
-
.
1
6

-
.
0
2

M
o
m
 
T
r
a
i
n
i
n
g
 
T
I
p
e

-
.
0
6

-
.
3
9

1
8

-
.
2
3

.
3
0

.
4
3

(
T
)
M
o
n
 
P
l
a
c
e
 
H
t
.

-
.
2
5

.
4
8

-
.
0
8

1
9

-
.
1
3

.
0
5

.
2
6

.
3
0

(
T
1
M
o
m
 
P
l
a
c
e
 
M
k
.

.
0
4

-
.
0
2

-
.
1
7

.
0
6

T
A
M
E
 
8

B
L
O
C
K
 
S
O
R
T

:
0

.
1
0

-
.
1
4

-
.
0
9

-
.
3
5

-
.
4
4

(
)
M
o
m
 
P
l
a
c
e
 
H
t
.
&
 
M
.

2
1

-
.
3
8 0
2

-
.
2
9

-
.
4
2

-
.
2
5

.
 
0
6

-
.
3
1

-
.
0
9

-
.
3
0

-
.
1
7

.
9
4

I
N
T
E
R
-
C
O
R
R
E
L
A
T
I
O
N
S
 
O
F
 
S
E
V
E
R
A
L
 
E
I
G
H
T
 
-

a
(
T
)
M
c
m
 
P
l
a
c
e
 
T
o
t
a
l
.

-
.
4
5

.
0
8

-
.
2
3

-
.
1
5

-
.
3
4

-
.
0
7

-
.
1
2

-
.
2
2

.
0
4

.
2
2

.
9
3

'
.
2
2

.
1
4

V
A
R
I
A
B
L
E
S
 
U
S
1
S
6
 
E
R
E
Q
U
E
N
C
Y
 
P
E
R
 
M
I
N
U
T
E
 
A
S
 
U
N
I
T
 
O
F

A
N
A
L
Y
5
1
5
7
 
F
O
R
 
T
W
O
 
O
B
S
E
R
V
E
R
S

(
T
)
M
o
t
 
T
a
l
k
 
H
t
.

-
.
0
1

-
.
2
2

-
.
1
1

-
.
1
5

.
3
9

.
0
6

.
1
7

:
3

.
1
7

-
.
6
4

-
.
3
8

-
.
5
1

-
.
3
7

.
6
0

.
4
6
.

.
2
6

T
a
l
k
 
M
k
.

.
0
7

-
.
5
6

-
.
2
6

.
0
2

.
4
0

.
3
8

.
1
3

2
1

.
2
2

-
.
5
4

-
.
3
2

-
.
5
1

-
.
8
7

.
4
1

.
2
5

.
0
5

.
5
3

(
T
)
M
o
m
 
T
a
l
k
 
H
t
.
&
 
M
k
.

.
0
5

-
.
4
0

-
.
1
5

-
.
5
3

.
1
1

.
4
1

.
3
8

.
5
3

.
5
0

2
5

.
2
3

-
.
6
4

-
.
3
7

-
.
5
0

-
.
4
6

.
5
7

.
3
9

.
4
7

.
8
1

.
8
1

(
T
)
M
o
m
 
T
a
l
k
 
T
o
t
a
l

.
0
5

-
.
4
8

-
.
2
0

.
3
7

.
4
0

.
7
3

.
6
3

.
9
3

:
6

.
1
8

-
.
6
5

-
.
2
4

-
.
4
8

-
.
4
1

.
6
4

.
7
4

.
4
1

.
6
0

.
7
0

.
9
1

(
1
1
1
!
o
n
 
T
r
a
i
n
 
T
o
t
a
l

-
.
1
3

-
.
4
6

-
.
:
9

-
.
4
1

.
1
9

.
C
.
4

.
6
9

.
6
4

.
6
4

.
8
8

.
9
4

.
2
1

-
.
1
6

-
.
1
1

-
.
0
5

-
.
1
9

.
1
3

.
0
8

-
.
6
0

.
2
4

.
2
6

.
0
1

.
0
4

(
1
 
)
M
m
.
 
R
e
a
s
o
n

.
3
3

.
0
6

.
0
1

.
0
5

-
.
3
0

-
.
1
8

-
.
2
9

-
.
3
5

-
.
0
6

-
.
0
4

-
.
1
7

-
.
2
4

2
g

.
2
8

-
.
6
7

-
.
1
7

-
.
5
4

-
.
3
1

.
6
8

.
5
6

.
1
0

.
6
6

.
8
2

.
8
0

.
8
4

.
1
9

(
T
1
M
c
m
 
P
r
a
i
s
e

.
0
2

-
.
5
5

-
.
1
0

-
.
3
3

.
0
7

.
5
7

.
5
9

.
3
8

.
6
0

.
7
7

.
7
6

.
8
2

-
.
0
1

:
9

.
3
3

.
0
3

-
.
2
0

.
3
9

.
1
7

-
.
2
4

-
.
1
4

-
.
1
7

-
.
1
4

-
.
1
0

-
.
1
8

-
.
2
0

.
2
6

-
.
3
2

(
T
)
)
!
o
m
 
B
l
a
m
e

.
3
1

-
.
1
5

.
0
8

.
0
2

-
.
1
3

-
.
1
7

-
.
2
3

-
.
3
2

-
.
0
7

-
.
0
9

-
.
1
9

-
.
2
4

.
4
0

-
.
3
3

3
0

.
3
8

-
.
5
2

.
0
9

-
.
0
3

.
0
9

.
4
0

.
4
4

.
1
1

.
3
2

.
2
7

.
3
3

.
4
5

-
.
0
2

.
4
3

.
.
0
9

(
T
1
C
h
i
l
d
 
P
l
a
c
e

-
.
1
8

-
.
1
5

.
2
1

.
1
5

-
.
0
4

.
0
9
'

.
1
2

.
1
1

.
1
1

.
1
5

.
1
6

.
1
7

.
2
2

.
5
3

-
:
3
6

3
1

.
4
1

.
1
5

-
.
1
6

'
.
4
1

.
0
2

-
.
1
9

-
.
1
2

.
1
7

-
.
1
8

-
.
1
6

-
.
2
3

-
.
2
2

.
4
1

-
.
2
9

.
8
7

-
.
0
8

(
1
/
C
h
i
l
d
 
G
o
o
f

.
1
3

.
2
4

-
.
0
5

.
4
0

-
.
1
1

-
.
2
4

-
.
2
2

.
:
5

-
.
1
3

-
.
2
0

-
.
2
0

-
.
2
6

.
3
5

-
.
3
0

.
4
5

-
.
0
7

3
'

.
2
4

-
.
5
5

-
.
2
0

-
.
4
7

-
.
2
9

.
4
8

.
3
6

.
7
3

.
6
8

.
5
0

.
8
6

.
7
9

-
.
3
0

.
5
9

-
.
1
6

.
4
4

-
.
2
5

(
T
)
C
h
i
l
d
 
T
a
l
k
 
l
i
t
.

.
0
2

-
.
5
3

-
.
0
6

-
.
3
3

.
3
4

.
2
6

.
2
9

.
3
0

.
5
0

.
8
4

.
9
4

.
6
5

-
.
3
1

.
6
9

-
.
1
9

.
1
5

-
.
2
2

3
1

.
0
2

-
.
5
9

-
.
3
8

-
.
6
6

-
.
3
7

.
4
5

.
2
6

.
5
0

.
7
3

.
6
5

.
8
8

.
7
6

-
.
1
1

.
6
3

-
.
2
6

.
0
7

-
.
3
5

.
8
1

(
T
)
C
h
i
l
d
 
T
a
l
k
 
M
k
.

.
0
4

-
.
4
7

-
.
1
5

-
.
4
7

.
2
3

.
3
7

.
3
9

.
7
2

.
5
2

.
9
4

.
9
7

.
9
2

-
.
2
6

.
7
6

-
.
2
0

.
1
2

-
.
2
3

.
9
4

3
4

.
2
0

-
.
5
n

-
.
2
8

-
.
2
0

.
0
0

.
1
5

.
1
3

-
.
2
7

.
4
0

.
6
8

.
4
7

.
4
0

.
2
5

.
5
8

.
1
4

.
5
8

-
.
1
3

.
2
2

.
2
8

(
r
l
a
i
l
d
 
T
a
l
k
 
H
t
.
&
 
M
k
.

.
3
1

-
.
5
8

.
0
1

-
.
1
4

-
.
0
9

-
.
0
5

-
.
0
9

-
.
2
1

.
2
8

.
1
0

.
0
6

.
0
1

.
4
4

.
1
9

.
2
8

.
1
4

-
.
1
4

-
.
0
1
'

.
0
1

3
5

.
1
9

-
.
7
3

-
.
3
5

,
-
.
5
8

-
.
3
2

.
4
8

.
3
3

.
4
9

.
7
7

.
f
3

.
9
5

.
8
4

-
.
1
2

.
7
4

-
.
1
5
.

.
4
3

-
.
3
1

.
9
1

.
9
1

.
5
4

(
T
)
C
h
i
l
d
 
T
a
l
k
 
T
o
t
a
l

.
0
8

-
.
5
6

-
.
1
0

-
.
4
2

.
2
8

.
2
6

.
3
3

.
7
2

.
5
6

.
9
0

.
9
6

.
8
9

-
.
2
1

.
7
5

-
.
1
5

.
1
6

-
.
2
5

,
9
7

.
9
7

.
1
7

3
6

.
3
9
,

-
.
5
2

.
0
9

'
-
.
0
2

.
0
0

.
3
2

.
4
4

.
1
1

.
3
2

.
2
6

.
3
3

.
4
4

-
.
0
1

.
4
3

.
1
1

1
:
0
0

-
.
0
6

.
4
3

.
0
6

.
5
8

.
4
2

(
1
)
C
6
i
l
d
 
E
:
o
r
k

-
.
1
8

-
.
1
4

.
2
1

.
1
6

-
.
0
4

.
0
9

.
1
1

:
1
0
,

.
1
0

.
1
5

.
1
6

.
1
7

.
2
2

.
5
3

-
.
3
5

1
.
0
0

-
.
O
S

.
1
5

.
1
2

.
1
4

.
1
6

3
7

.
6
1

-
.
0
5

-
.
1
6

.
1
9

-
.
0
2

-
.
9
6

-
.
0
3

-
.
1
9

-
.
0
1

.
0
0
3

-
.
0
8

-
.
0
7

.
5
5

-
.
0
6

.
7
8

.
1
3

.
8
8

-
.
0
7

-
.
2
5

.
0
2

-
.
1
4

.
1
4

'
(
T
)
0
h
i
l
(
2
 
N
o
n
-
W
o
r
k

.
2
0

.
3
1

-
.
0
6

.
4
3

-
.
0
7

-
.
2
9

-
.
2
6

-
.
2
3

-
.
2
0

-
.
3
5

.
3
5

-
.
3
7

.
3
5

-
.
3
6

.
3
1

-
.
0
4

.
9
2

-
.
3
3

-
.
3
6

-
.
2
1

-
.
3
8

-
.
0
3

4
/

-
.
3
1

-
.
2
2

.
1
8

-
.
1
3

-
.
0
6

.
2
1

.
2
0

.
4
9

.
2
2

.
2
5

.
4
5

.
4
1

-
.
6
6

.
3
1

-
.
4
8

.
1
5

-
.
5
9

.
4
7

.
5
5

.
2
0

.
5
3

.
1
4

-
.
7
4

5
L
e
c
e
s
s
 
P
l
a
c
e
m
e
n
t

-
.
2
1

-
.
2
3

-
.
0
5

-
.
1
5

.
0
9

.
1
4

.
1
5

.
3
8

.
1
4

.
2
1

.
3
1

.
3
1

-
.
5
8

.
2
0

-
.
1
8
-
 
-
.
0
2

-
.
6
0

.
3
7

.
3
6

.
2
4

.
4
1

-
.
0
3

-
.
7
3

4
4

-
.
0
2

-
.
4
7

-
.
2
4

-
.
1
6

.
0
6

.
0
S

.
0
7
,

.
0
6

.
3
8

.
5
2

.
5
1

.
3
9

-
.
2
2

.
3
8

-
.
0
9

.
1
9

-
.
2
5

.
4
8

.
4
9

.
4
7
'

.
6
0

.
1
9

-
.
2
3

.
4
4

S
t
i
:
c
e
s
s
 
R
e
a
s
o
n

.
2
3

-
.
4
0

-
.
1
3

-
.
1
9

.
0
2

-
.
0
4

7
.
0
7
,

-
.
0
5

.
4
4

.
1
9

.
2
2

.
1
5

.
0
7

.
2
1

.
1
8

-
.
2
0

-
.
2
6

.
2
4
'
 
-
.
.
2
4

.
3
3

.
3
0

-
.
4
1
.

.
4
4

4
3

-
.
1
4

-
.
4
4

-
.
1
1

-
.
1
7

.
0
2

.
1
4

.
1
3
4

.
2
4

.
3
8

.
4
9

.
5
7

.
4
6

-
.
4
3

.
4
2

-
.
2
6

.
2
1

-
.
4
2

.
5
5

.
5
9

.
4
4

.
6
7

.
2
0

-
.
4
6

.
7
3

.
9
4

k
I
D

S
U
C
C
C
S
5
 
T
o
t
a
l

.
0
9

-
.
3
9

-
.
1
2

-
.
2
0

.
0
4

.
0
3

.
0
1

.
1
2

.
3
9

'

.
2
3

.
2
9

.
2
4

-
.
1
6

.
.
2
4

.
0
7

-
.
1
6

.
.
4
3

.
3
3

.
3
2

.
3
4

.
3
9

-
.
1
7

-
.
6
0

.
7
3

.
9
4

C
N

"
T
h
e
 
f
i
r
s
t
 
c
o
r
r
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
 
i
s
 
f
o
r
 
o
b
s
e
r
v
e
r
l
;
 
t
h
e
 
s
e
c
o
n
d
 
c
o
r
r
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
 
i
s
 
f
o
r
 
o
b
s
e
r
v
e
r
 
2
;

=
 
1
9
 
o
r
 
2
0
.

"
'
S
o
o
 
T
a
b
l
e
s
.
 
1
 
a
n
d
 
2
.

c
V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e
 
1
 
=
 
o
r
i
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n
 
t
i
m
e
.



497a

In conclusion, most of the intercorrefations among the

Eight-BloCk Sort variables selected for analysis in this

study are low and fairly similar for both paraprofeSsional
observers. Even though some of the large correl'ations may
be misleading, since.a number ot thee-variables- involved

occur infrequently (see Table, 3) , a few suggest some iriter-

esting relationships that may exist between a mother's and/

or a child's behaviors that could be explored further.in

analysis of a larger sample.:



CHART 1

SRI I:IrlIV-FLOCI: FORT TASK
SCORIG PROCL:DUPES N/NUAL

ru, cos:nvi:,Rs

Materials needr:cl:

Score Form
Watch or clock with second hand
Several #2 pencils

General description:

493

Th 8-Block Sort task requires the cooperation of you as an observcr;-your trainer who
administers the task, and a mother/child team. Your efforts in thti entire procedure are
especially important because you will observe and record the interactions during:

PART I: TRAINER TEAtHING MOTHER
PART II: MOTHER TEACHING CHILD
PART III: TRAINER WORKING WITH CHILD

It is your responsibility to touch your traincr hOw to administer the task and how to work
N,-..th the child after the mother has taught her child the task. Two copieS. of the Admin-
istration for Trainers are provided so you can each have a copy.

The follov:ityj provide a step-by-step description of the use of each poi tiotmol the
score form. Lilly marks ale. on the score form to record the vurbal iind non-verbal
interactions that take place during the task.

*-.,-
Plai.:1;c make sure the forms r e completed properly before fe.turning them to your Site

rdin,.!tor.

No.
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SCORING

Instructions for co7Pleting top of score form cover:-

For each child who should get the 8 -Block Sort Task, fill in the top of the scoring sheet.
Fill it in regardless of whether- or not the 8 -Block Scant Task was administered.

If the task was not given, note the reason on the line labeled "Comments". For example:

"The child moved," or "No longer in Head Start," or "Mother could not come," etc.

If the task was given, fill in at that time the line, "Where was task administered and under
what conditions?" This informatiaq may have to do with the mother, the child, the task,
or the physical arrangements under. which the task was given. For example:

"In nurse's office, phOne rang constantly," or "Mother brought several other children,
they remained in room," or "Small office., administered task on floor," or "Mother,
could speak very little Englis.h." 4

It is better to record too much than not enough. Prcvide us with as complete .41 picture
as possible.

Part I: TRAINER TEACHING MOTHER

Recoul the startineihne of the mother's training session to the nearest, minute.

For each section nute the number of trials (from i to- 3) needed for the mother to learn
the task.

Indicate whether or not she succ.:eeded on her Pia! trial for each section.

We suggest that you.,Lnd your trainer decide on some signal or cue to indicate, and cut
down on, trainer errors. For example:

"verbal", "short' , "X", "place ", etc.

Please write out what the errors, v..ere,unless. she corrects herself.

Record the ending of the mother's train iivj session to the . nearest minute.
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Part II: MOTHER TEACHING CHILD

ORIENTATION PERIOD

Record the starting time of the child's ORIENTATION PERIOD to the nearest minute.

The ORIENTATION PERIOD includes everything that happens from the time the mother starts
teaching her child until she verbally requests the child to place a block on the board. As soon
as the mother requests a block placement, move immediately into the TRAINING PERIOD.

The information we are asking you to tally above the double line during ORIENTATION
PERIOD is the more specific information. If you feel that something could be tallied both
above and below the double line. tally it above the line only. For example:

"See these tall blocks?" could be tallied under
HEIGHT and also under DIRECT REQUEST. Please

tally it under HEIGHT because this gives us more
specific information.

We are interested in how the mother familiarizes her child with the task prior to requesting
the child to place blocks. Please tally each time the mother indicates either verbally or non-
verbally (pointing, gesturing with her hands). .

On the following pages there are examples of the various types of interactions between the
mother and child arid where they should be tallied.

MOT! ;EP

INDICATES verbally or non-verbally:

FUTURE TASK "We're going to play a game."
"I want to teach you something."

HEIGHT

MARK

HEIGHT & MARK

"These are all blocks."
"Look at the baby blocks .and the pop pa blocks."
"How are these alike?" (If the blocks are arranged so there is no
doubt that mother is referring to size.)
Any, words or gestures the mother chooses to use that distinguish
between different sizes are acceptable.

"These are flowers and these are cherries."
"Do you know what these letters are?"
Any words or gestures the mother chooses to use that distinguish
between different marks are acceptable.

"These are tall and have an X."
"Tell me how these blocks are alike." (If the blocks are arranged
in 4 groups by height and mark.)
Whenever the board if set up with 4 groups or arranged in such a
way that you are unable to determine whether the mother is
referring to height or mark, tally under HEIGHT & MARK.
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ORIENTATION PERIOD (cont'd)

SPECIFICALLY TALKING atout:

HEIGHT "These are tall."
"Big red block."
"Baby block."

CHILD

MARK "Looks like a cheerio."
"It's a circle."
"Airplanes."
'They're ,flowers."

HEIGHT & MARK "Tall X."
"Little flowers."
"Big cheerios."

In order to score above the line on the child side of the score sheet the child must say words
that distinguish height and/or mark.

If the child points rather than talking you should tally under RESPOND.

Do not tally phrases like "same size," "they're alike," under SPECIFICALLY TALKING; these
remarks should be tallied below the line under RESPOND.

The categories below the double line are defined below through the use of examples. Your
most immediate, simplest understanding of the category is more than likely correct. When you
think that something the mother or child has said or done could be tallied in more than one
category, always tally it in the more specific category only. Never double tally except under
BEHAVIOR MODIFICATION. Examples for the categories below the double line are:

DIRECT REQUEST "is that chair high enough?"
"Please come in and sit over here."
"Can you see all right from there?"

RESPOND

COMMENT, PLAY:

Child sits down where told.
Child points to blocks.
"Blocks are all the same size."
An answer to "Is that chair high enough?" or
"Can you see all right from there?" should be
tallied under RESPOND.

"It's hot in here."
"I can't remember what I'm supposed to do next."
Child begins handling the blocks or building towers,
either on the board or off the board.



502

ORIENTATION PERIOD (cont'd)

PRAISE "That's perfect!"
(of response) . "Good I"

"You did that so quickly."

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT "O.K."
(of response) "That's fine."

"That's right, that's an X." (Repeating words.)
Nodding. (non-verbal)

BEHAVIOR MODIFICATION:

One person attempts to change another person's behavior (usually the mother correcting
her child).

The most often heard behavior modification is simply "No" (following an incorrect
placement by the child).

Five sub-categories have been placed underneath BEHAVIOR MODIFICATION in order
to give us more detailed information.

When you see or hear behavior modification, always tally it in BEHAVIOR MODIFICATION,
and then, if it fits in one of the five sub-categories listed below, also tally it there.

reason: "No, it goes here because it is little."

question: "No, that isn't right. Don't you see those are all big?"

firm: "STOP PLAYING WITH THE BLOCKS!"
"NOW WATCH WHAT I AM DOING!"

demean, threaten: "I don't know why you can't do it right!"
"If you don't sit' up and listen I'm going to spank you."

punish: Mother shakes the child's arm (physical contact, in an
unfriendly manner!)

"I DON'T KNOW"
IGNORE, NO RESPONSE Mother asks "What is this mark?"

Child says "I don't know" or doesn't say anything or
shrugs his shoulders.
Child says "I want a drink of water."
Mother goes right on with "What is this mark?"



REFUSE, REJECT:

OBSERVE:
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.

ORIENTATION PERIOD (cont'd)

Mother says to point to the big blocks, and child says
"No," or shakes his head.
"I don't want to play with these blocks."

The mother sits and watches the child, fa u t says or
does nothing.
The child sits and watches the mother, but says or
does nothing.
(If this continues for more than a fgw seconds, tally
about every 5 seconds.)

BRIBE: "If you do it right we'll have some ice cream When
we get home."

ENCOURAGE: "Keep trying. I know you can get it."

TASK IRRELEVANCY:
(Mother only) "These blocks are red."

"Point to the square blocks."

t.



Part II: MOTHER TEACHING CHILD

TRAINING PERIOD
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The mother's first verbal request for block placement starts the training period.

Record the starting time of the training period to the nearest minute.

MOTHER REQUESTS PLACING AND/OR TALKING

Requests must be verbal to be tallied under REQUESTS PLACING or REQUESTS TALKING.

Do not tally pointing, gesturing, or holding a block up for the child to identify under
REQUESTS PLACING or REQUESTS TALKING. Rather, they should be tallied under DIRECT
REQUEST.

When the mother rewords a request for placement or talking, make one tally. For example:

"Put this block with the other big ones. Put it over here with the tall ones."
(One tally under REQUESTS PLACING by HEIGHT.)

Several requests tied together are to be tallied as one request. For example:

"Put the little X's here, and the big 0's here, and the big X's over there and the
little 0's over there." (However, if the mother waits after each request for the
child to place the blocks, these would be treated as four separate REQUESTS FOR
PLACING by HEIGHT & MARK.)

When the mother requests both placing and talking, .put one tally under REQUESTS TALKING
and one tally under REQUESTS PLACING. For example:

"Tell me what this is (points to X on block) and put it with the others that have the
same mark." (One tally under REQUESTS TALKING by MARK and one tally under
REQUESTS PLACING by MARK.L.

When the mother hes the blocks arranged in such a way, or asks a question in such a way,
that you aren't sure whether she is referring to size or mark, tally under HEIGHT & MARK.
For example:

Mother has groups set up in no particular pattern, and says "Put this one where it
belongs." (One tally under REQUEST PLACING by HEIGHT & MARK because you
can't tell where she wanted it placed.)

On the other hand, when the mother has the blocks arranged in the four groups and asks the
child to tell her why the block was placed in the proper group it would have to be a
REQUEST TALKING by HEIGHT & MARK. For example:

"Because it is big and has an X on it."
(One tally under CHILD SPECIFICALLY TALKS about HEIGHT & MARK.)



TRAINING PERIOD (coned)

CHILD PLACING BLOCKS
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Remember that the mother's first request for block placement starts the training period; from
then on you tally each time a child places a block on the board, regardless of whether or not
the mother has requested it. For example:

Mother says "Place all the big blocks on the board."
Child picks up six blocks, one at a time, and places each one on the board.
(Make six tallies under PLACING BLOCKS.)

When two or more blocks are placed at one time with one hand, put one tally under child
PLACING BLOCKS.

When a child moves a block around before finally leaving it on the board, make one tally
under PLACING BLOCKS.

if a child reponds with placement and talks at the same time, put one tally under PLACING
BLOCKS and one tally under SPECIFICALLY TALKS.

GOOFING AROUND

When the child is playing with the blocks, building towers, etc., each time he places a block
on the board put a tally under GOOFING AROUND. For example:

Mother says to put a block with the others just like it and child puts it on top
of the others. This is still considered a placement on the board, but in a "funny"
way.

CHILD SPECIFICALLY TALKING about:

-(Same as ORIENTATION PERIOD, see page 6)

Most of the categories below the double line are the same for TRAINING PERIOD as for
ORIENTATION PERIOD, see pages 6 thru. 8. The following are exceptions:

DIRECT REQUEST: "Point to' the X."
Nrother holds up a block for the child to identify but doesn't
say anything. (Requests must be verbal during training period
in order to go above the line.)

TEACH: "There are 8 blocks here, Johnny, and they are different
heights." (Any task related information that
doesn't ask the child to place a olock or say something
about the height or mark.)

COMMENTS, PLAY: When the child plays with the blocks off the board.
-(On the board is GOOFING AROUND.)

:12
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Part III: CHILD REQUESTED TO PLACE BLOCKS AND SAY WHY

We are interested in how the mother reacts at well as what the child says and does. So watch
both and record responses in appropriate places.

The child will first be given the SHORT 0 block to place and say why he placed it there. Record
where t',e child placed it under CHILD PLACED BLOCK WITH:

Watch the mother's reaction. Circle anything' you note. Circle at least one response.

The trainer will now ask the child up to 4 questions in order to get the child to say "small
0" (or any words meaning small and 0). After each question write down everything the child
says or does. If child moves block after being questioned, record final location, and again ask
up to 4 questions. For example:

Trainer says "Put this block where it belongs."
Child places SHORT 0 with other short 0 blocks.
Trainer says "Why does it go there?"
Child says "It's little."
Trainer says "What else can you tell me about why it goes there?"
(You may use up to 3 probes such as "Tell me more about why it goes there."
or "What is another reason why you put it there?")

You may use the following abbreviations:

DK "I don't know."
NR No response

NV Non-verbal (gesturing height, etc.)

The trainer will then repeat the above procedures for TALL X block.

Be as complete as possible. Distinguish clearly between verbal and non-verbal answers. Please
indicate NV in front of all non-verbal answers so v've have a complete picture of what the
child did as well as what he said.

Circle as many of mother's reactions as appropriate (at least one). Following is a description
of each code:

Rejection:

Dissatisfaction:

Neutral:

Nonverbal support:

Verbal support:

Parent answered:

Mother blamed the child for failure' or made derogatory
remarks about him.

Mother scowled, frowned, showed impatience, but did not
openly blame or accuse him.

Mother did not get involved. She watched the interaction
between the child and trainer, but did not reveal her reactions.

Communicated sympathy, confidence and/or support by small
expressons (without saying anything). .

Mother praised the child if he succeeded, reassured him if
he failed.

Mother answered for the child or gave him information
or answers.
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APPENDIX C

Classroom Behavior Inventory Test-Retest Reliability Study

A test-retest reliability study of the Classroom Behavior

Inventory was conducted in the fall of 1971 by the Huron

Institute and SRI. Teachers in four sites (Kansas City,

Des Moines, Lafayette, and Greeley) rated the children in

their classes on the Classroom Behavior Inventory in both

the seventh and ninth weeks of the school year. The Class-

room Behavior Inventory is a 15 item, seven-point rating

scale, which measures three basic trait categories: task

orientation, extraversion, and hostility. (For a complete

test description with a list of the items, see Part II.)

Factor Analysis

A principal components analysis followed by a varimax

rotation (i.e., rotating until the loadings on each factor

have a maximum variance) was done on the pooled seventh

and ninth week scores for the total sample (n = 464).

This analysis revealed the existence of the three factors

named by Schaefer in developing the test: Factor 1--Extra-
,

version; Factor II--Hostility; Factor III--Task Orientation

(See Table 1). The eigenvalues for these factors (6.614,

3.506, and 1.943) were the only ones greater than 1.000.

Altogether the three factors explained 80.4% of the total

variance.
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Test-retest Estimates

Results of test-retest reliability estimates calculated

in two ways are listed in Table 2. One estimate is the cor-

relation coefficient between the seventh and ninth week

scores for each subtest. The correlation coefficients, rang-

ing from .589 to .830, were-adequate for test-retest esti-

mates of subtests of a rating scale. The other estimate

of reliability was calculated from the sums of squares of

a one-way repeated measures analysis of variance design.

After-an analysis of variance between subject's scores

with the two times as repeated measures was completed for

each subtest at each site, an estimate of reliability was

calctilated using-the following formula from Winer
1

:

1

r = h unitLMS MSwithin_

1: [MS unit -
h

MSwithinI -I- MS withinwithin

where unit = scores

h = number of times rated

MS
unit

= SSscores

dfscores

MS
withi n

= SStime SStime x score

dftime dftime x score

1B.J. Winer. Statistical principles in experimental
design (New York: McGraw-Hill, 19E2).
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TABLE 2

TEST - RETEST RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS FOR THE

CLASSROOM BEHAVIOR INVENTORY

Correlation
Coefficients

R's from
1 ANOVA

Signific ce

Kansas City (n = 201)

Task Orientation

Extraversion

Hostility

.784

.724

.795

.783

.722

.777

N.S.

-ni

Des Moines (n = 81)

Task Orientation .806 .803 N.S.

Extraversion .785 .769 .044

Hostility .830 .819 N.S.

Lafayette (n = 75)

'Task Orientation .764 .726 .002

Extraversion .757 .760 N.S.

Hostility .658 .651 N.S.

Greeley (n = 107)

Task Orientation .589 .557 N.S.

Extraversion .710 .689 N.S.

Hostility .591 .520 .001

Total (n = 464)

Task 'Orientation .760, .754 .014

Extraversion .740 .737 N.S.

Hostility .726 .704 .001

1F test for time effects equals MStime MS time x units.
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These reliability estimates, ranging from .520 to .819,

were very similar to the correlation coefficients.

Several of the F tests for time effects were significant,

meaning that far these scores here was a significant com-

ponent of variance,-due to change over time. This can be attributed

to changes in the actual behavior of children and/or

changes in the rating "framework" used by the teachers.

The reliability estimates calculated from the ANOVA design

can be considered estimates of stability. These stability

estimates are generally at the lower bounds of the relia-

bility estimates.

Item and Score Characteristics

Analysis of the distribution of items and subtest

scores reveals that there are ceiling and floOr effects

(see Tables 3, 4, 5). Scores for each subtest range from

7-35. High scores on the Task Orientation and Extraversion

subtests and low scores on the Hostility subtest indicate

the more "socially desirable" responses.

The distribution of scores for the Task Orientation

subtest and the Extraversion subtest were negatively skewed

at all sites. There was a definite ceiling effect for

the Task Orientation score for both times at only one site--
0

Kansas City. There was a potential ceiling effect for

the Extraversion score at two sites--Kansas City and

Lafayette.



7 weeks

Total

Kansas City
Male
Female

Des Moines
Male
Female

Lafayette
Male
Female

Greeley
Male
Female

9 weeks

Total

Kansas City
Male
Female

Des Moines
Male
Female

Lafayette
Male
Female

Greeley
Male
Female

512

TABLE 3

STATISTICS FOR TASK ORIENTATION SCORES'

MEAN SD N SKEWNESS KURTOSIS

24.196 7.043 464 -0.469*** -0.729**

25.827 6.514 104 -0.592* -0.513
27.144 5.941 97 -0.889*** 0.385

20.837 6.675 49 -0.053 -1.192
23.344 6.509 32 -0.173 -1.208

21.615 7.594 39 -0.165 -1.034
24.861 8.163 36 -0.841* -0.496

21.593 7.266 59 -0.177 -0.901
23.500 6.147 48 -0.433 -0.925

24.735 6.344 464 -0.584*** 0. 21

26.212 6.845 104 -1.351*** 2.607* *
27.598 5.586 97 -1.228*" 1.572**

21.184 5.714 49 0.196 -0.396
23.500 6.304 32 -0.107 -1.068

23.436 6.613 39 -0.366 -0.975
26.917 6.403 36 -0.630 -0.845

22.390 4.832 59 -0.520 -0.214
22.500 4.776 48 -0.664 0.014

1Score range (7-35) Significance levels: *

**
***

.05

.01

.001,



7 weeks ,

Total

Kansas City
Male 25.846 6.703

TABLE 4

STATISTICS FOR EXTRAVERSION SCORES1

MEAN SD

25.015 6.594

Female 25.670 6.509

Des Loines
Male . 23.878 6.534
Female 22.781 6.559

Lafayette
Male 25.564 5.619
Female 27.833 5.950

Greeley
Male 23.424 6.605
Female 23.937 6.908

9 weeks

Total 25.317 6.135

Kansas City
Male 24.856 7.387
°Female 26.835 5.755

Des_Moines
le' - 25.12.2 5.566

le- p, 23.219 5.638

A.
Lafayette

Male ,:-.- 25.-333 -16.110
Female 27.639 ,`-'$.4.969

Greeley
Male 23.559 5.351
Female 23.083 5.044

1
Score range (7-35)

513

N SKEWNESS KURTOSIS

464 -0.609*** -0.383

104 -0.675** -0.377
97 -0.546* -0.647

49 -0.235 -0.706
32 -0.919* -0.232

39 -0.747 -0.404(
36 -1.247** 1.142

59 -0.311 -0.555
48 -0-792* -0.127

464 -0.749*** 0.768***

104 -1.115*** 1.325**
97 -0.799** 0.492

49 -0.050 -0.354
32 -0.624 0.036

39 -0.696 -0.542
36 -0.656 -0.313

59 -0.633* 0.827
48 -1.116** 1.102/

Signitficance levels: */.05
t ** .01

,,
. 1

.

**(* .0.1
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TABLE 5

STATISTICS FOR HOSTILITY SCORES 1

7 weeks
MEAN SD N_ SKEWNESS KURTOSIS

Total 12.765 6.506 464 1.201*** 0.947***

Kansas City
Male 13.077 6.344 104 1.179*** 0.817
Female 11.536 5.483 97 1.173*** 1.293**

Des Moil.
Male 14.367 7.126 49 0.873* -0.054
Female 12.531 6.877 32 1.463*** 2.026*

Lafayette
Male 11.487 5.703 39 0.909* -0.081
Female 12.500 7.225 36 1.228** 1.197

Greeley
,Male 14.203 7.712 59 0.959** -0.385
Female 12.562 5.975 48 1.498*** 2.189**

9 weeks
I

Total 11.366 6.111 464 1.343*** 1.882***

Kansas City
Male 12.010 7.044 104 1.203*** 1.296**
Female 10.113 5.037 97 1.455*** 1.892***

Des Moines
Male 12.878 6.382 49 1.207* ** 1.348

, Female 12.875 5.923 32 0.906* 0.528

Lafayette e 4

Male 10.000 5.740 39 2.226*** 6.232***
Female 11.889 7.230 36 1.283** 0.916

Greeley
Male 11.051 5.856 59 1.216*** 1.375*
-4Pema1e 11.062 4.965 48 0.762* 0.591

'Score range (7-35) Significance levels: .05
** .01
*** .001
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The distribution of the Hostility subtest scores were

always positively skewed. There was a floor effect for

these scores at both times at every site. The skewness

statistic for males and females dt each site for both

times was significant. In addition, the median score

for each item in the Hostility subtest was 2 (item scale

1 to 7) for each site at each time.
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APPENDIX D

Coding Reliability Study

A reliability study was done in fall '71 at Stanford

Research Institute on the coding of the Brown IDS Self-

Concept Referents Test, the ETS Enumeration Test, and the

ITPA Verbal Expression Subtest. Twenty of each test were

picked at random and were coded independently by each of

the three coders working on the test.

Brown IDS Self-Concept Referents Test: The Brown

is potentially difficult to code. The tester is asked to

spot code only answers which are verbatim repetitions of one
-N.

of the choices given in the test. The tester is asked to

record other responses, and to indicate repeats. The

coders are then responsible for judging whether responses

are exact equivalents or not. They are also asked to code

the number of repeats, and whether or not' the child is

smiling.

To check coder reliability, we calculated the number

of times each pair of coders disagreed on coding responses,

on the number of repeats, and on whether the child was

smiling or not. On responses to the questions in the body

of the test, there were 16 responses per child, or 320 in

all. Coder 1 and 2 disagreed twice; coders 2 and 3 did not

disagree, and coders 1 and 3 disagreed twice.
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Thus, the percent agreement of the three coders (C1, C2, C3)

is as follows:

C1 /C2 = 99.4%

C2/C3 = 100.0%

Cl/C3 = 99.4%

On repeats, the coders were in exact agreement on the number

of repeats the following percentages of the time:

Cl/C2 = 13/20 = 65%

C2/C3 = 16/20 = 80%

Cl/C3 = 14/20 = 70%

Perfect agreement is a very demanding test. A simple per-
'

cent also gives no indication of whether the discrepencies

were large or small. As another measure of agreement, there-
,

fore, one can lOok at the correlation coefficients between

the pairs of coders.

r = .966
12

r = .993
23

r = .961
13

For smiling, there were three possible codes: smiling,

not smiling and indeterminant. Coders were in agreement

on the following percentages of the tests:

Cl/C2 = 15/20 = 75%

C2/C3 = 17/20 = 85%

C1 /C3 = 15/20 = 75%
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ETS Enumeration Test: On the ETS Enumeration test,

coders are responsible for combining the information

recorded by the testers into a series of codes expressing

both the answers which the child gave and the types of

errors which he made. We looked at coding reliability for

three sections of the test:

Part A (top) in which the child counts,

Part A (bottom) in which the child tells

how many dots there are.

Part B in which the child simply points to

data.

On part A (top) there are four questions or 80 responses

in all which must be coded. Agreement among the three coders

was as follows:

Cl/C2 = 77/80 = .96

C2/C3 = 76/80 = .95

Cl/C3 = 75/80 = .94

On Part A (bottom) there are also four responses per child.

Agreement between coders was as follows:

C1 /C2 = 78/80 = .98

C2/C3 = 77/80 = .96

C1 /C3 = 77/80 = .96
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On Part B, there were six items per child. Agreement among

coders was as follows:

C1 /C2 = 11/120 = .99

C2/C3 = 119/120 = .99

Cl/C3 = 119/120 = .99

ITPA Verbal Expression Subtest: The ITPA Verbal

Expression Subtest is the most difficult test in the

battery to code. The child is asked to tell "all about"

four different objects. The tester records the child's

response verbatim. The coder is responsible for trans-

forming this information into a quantitative description of

the child's output in a number of categories: name, color,

shape, use, etc. The coders use 10 categories, for each

object, or 40 in all. One measure of agreement, therefore,

is the % of categories for which the coders achieve perfect

agreement. These percentages for three coders are as

follows:

Cl/C2 = 784/800 = 98%

C2/C3 = 776/800 = 97%

Cl/C3 = 784/800 = 98%

These percentages are deceptively high, however, since well

over half of the categories on each protocol are blank

(For the tventy protocols in our coding reliability sample,

the numbers of categories left blank by all three coders

ranged from 26 - 35.)
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A second, and more useful, measure of agreement is the

correlation between the total numbers of scored responses

recorded by each coder:

r = .965
12

r = .968
23

r = .957
13

Structure measures, such as a measure of item by item

perfect agreement could, of course, be devised. Nonethe-

less, the coding reliabilities which we have presented in

this section indicate that coding errors have negligible

effect on the quality of the data used in the analyses.
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APPENDIX E

Classroom Information Form Reliability Study

Demographic data for the HSPV analysis is obtained from

the Classroom Information Form (CIF). This form is filled

out by Head Start teachers, often from the application forms

filled out by parents. For each child, the teacher is asked

to list the education, occupation and employment status of

both parents; the number of adults and children in the home;

the language spoken in the home; and whether the child has

had previous Head Start experience.

In order to check on the reliability of this data, a

comparison was made of the responses of parents and the

responses of teachers on the CIF. Mothers of one-third of

the Head Start children in the fall of 1971 were given the

Eight-Block Sort Task and filled out a Parent Information

Form (PIF). In the fall of 1971, the PIF was designed to

elicit demographic data as well as attitudes and partici-

pation data. This data was used to check the reliability

of the CIF data collected at the same time.

There are two issues that are examined in the analysis

of the CIF and the PIF data: 1) the percent response and

2) the level of agreement between the PIF and CIF. The

percent response is important because it constitutes an

upper limit to the level of agreement. One can have very

high agreement (for those cases reported on the CIF), but

have a very low response rate. In this situation the
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"high agreement"is spurious, and is considerably deflated if

we consider those people for whom no information was supplied.

In general, there is a higher level of non - response for the

CIF than for the PIF. The percent response on the PIF must

be viewed as a base line for the percent response/on the CIF.

Our analysis assumes that the correct response is the one given

by the parent. There are several obvious reasons why this

may not be true. Although this is in all likelihood a minor

contribution to the "noise," it is probably a statistically

significant one.

Site Variations:

Although some sites seem to be worse than other sites

on particular questions, no one site was uniformly poor.'

We initially examined both percent response and percent per-

fect agreement (as well as a series of measures of association)

for each'of the questions for each site. We then/analyzed

all of the sites as a group. Next, we deleted what appeared

to be the worst six sites, and analyzed the remainder as a

group. In general, on these aggregate analyses few differ-

ences were found. We interpret this as indicating a homo-

geneity of response pattern across sites.

*

Our convention in reporting information is as follows:
Percent perfect agreement is based on all of the data in-
cluding missing responses. Any statistic reported (e.g.,
Pearson r,Kendall's Tau) is based upon only those subjects
for which a response is recorded on both the PIF and CIF.
Thus, in interpreting such statistics, one must also
consider the percent response.
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Preschool Experience:

Across all.sites, there was 79.9% perfect agreement.

The response rate was quite good: 97% CIF vs. 99% PIF.

Across each site, the percent perfect agreement.ranges from

62% to 100% with 15 out of the 23 sites above 86%.. On both

percent response and percent agreement this is one of the

best questions on the CIF. In terms of those who were

misclassified, children were more often (about 2 times)

classified as having had preschool experience' when in fact

they had not?, than classified in any other combination.

Mother's Education:

Of all the Education and Occupation questions, this had

the best results. Across all sites, the response rate was

81.6% for the CIF vs. 99.1% for the PIF. Perfect agreement

was 52%. The Pearson r reliability coefficiet was .77 and

Kendall's Tau was .76.

Looking at sites individually, the response rate ranges

from 0 to 100% with 18 out of 23 sites above 83%. The

reliability coefficients range from .2.0 to .98 with 14 out

23 sites above .77.

Father's Education:

Across all sites, the response rate was 51.1% f9r the

CIF vs. 89.5% for the PIF. This is a rather large differ-

ential. Perfect agreement was 26%. The Pearson r was .77

and Kendall's Tau was .67,
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Looking at sites individually, the percent response

ranges from 3% to 86% with 13 out of 23 sites below 52%.

For this data, the agreement is fair but the response rate

is poor.

Mother's Occupation:

Across all sites, the response rate was 83.2% for the

CIF vs. 83.7% for the PIF. Of those missing a response

on the PIF, 64% were coded (12 housewife) on the CIF. Of

those missing data on the CIF, 66% were coded (15 unemployed)

on the PIF. This may indicate a confusion in instructions in

the actual recording of the information. Perfect agreement was

24%. The Pearson r was .59, Kendall's Tau was .51.

-Looking at sites individually, the percent response

ranges from 40% to 97% with 14 out of 23 above 83%. Reliability

coefficients range from .03 to .83 with 10 of 23 above .60.

In this situation the percent response is'perhaps ade-

quate, but the agreement is not very good.

Mother's Status:

We have reason to believe that considerable confusion

existed on the part of parents with regard to the "Status"

questions which-asked whether the respondant was employed full

time, part-time or seasonally or unemployed. For example,

on Mother's Status the percent response was lower on the, PIF

(76%) than on the CIF (92%). Looking at sites individually,

it was not unusual to see a high response on occupation and
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a low response on status. Percent perfect agreement was 54%

which is low considering there are only 4 legitimate responses.

Cramer's V was .50 and Kendall's Tau was .48.

Father's Occupation:

Across all sites, the percent response on the CIF was

58% vs. 65% on the PIF. It appears from the PIF information

that parentS are reluctant to give information on Father's

Occupation; either that or there was difficulty comprehend-

ing the question. Out of the 384 lacking a response on

the CIF, 234 also lack a response on the PIF. It is

possible that some of these households had female heads

since there was no specific identification of fatherless

families.

Perfect agreement was 60% The Pearson r was .53 and

Kendall's Tau was .58. The relatively high percent agree-

ment is due to the large percent (23%) missing a response on

both PIF and the CIF.

Looking at sites individually, the percent response

ranges from 34% to 86% with 10 of 23 above58%.

Father Status:

This question has the same problem as Mother's Status.

Response rates were 68% PIF vs. 61% CIF. Perfect agreement was

63%, but 23% of this is in a double Non-Response. Cramer's

1 was .47, and Kendall's Tau was .47.

Across sites individually,, the percent response ranged
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from 34% to 84% with 11 of 23 above 61%.

Persons Under 18 = Persons over 18:

Both of these questions enjoy a healthy response rate

on the CIF: 98.7% -- Under 18;-96.9% Over 18. This

response rate is uniform across sites.

Persons Under 18 Persons Over 18

% Perfect Agreement 70% 64%
Kendall's Tau 80 ,

! 4 `- .56
Range % Response 90,-99%' 80-98%
Rari4e % i.greement 40-85% 35-80%

......//r

There does appear to be one possible confusion on the

question "Persons 18+ ove,r in the House". There is an 11%

non-response on the PIF with 90% of this in classes. (1)

and (2) for the CIF. There may have been some confusion on

the PIF as to whether parents were supposed to court them-

selves in this category. Other than this, the results on

the PIF are Much like the results of the CIF.

Language Home:

Across sites, the response rate is 99%, which is

quite uniform. In general, there is very high perfect

agreement (94%). This is because most families (94%) speak

English in the home. In almost every case where Spanish was

-spoken in the home, it was not recorded on the CIF. The
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CIF missed 75% (4 these cases.- Atz=one- site which had a very

large non-English speai..ing' (in tlie fiome) population,/ the

pec'en't perfect agreement was only 22%.
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APPENDIX F

Parent Information Form Test-retest Reliability Study

A small test-retest reliability study.of the Parent

Information Form was done in Kansas City in the fall of

1971. Eighteen mothers filled out the same form of the

PIF about a month after they had first filled it out.

The form of the PIF used in the fall of 1971 was a

shorter form than that used in other years. It contained

forty items, most of which were demographic. The areas

covered by the form are:

1. Previous Head Start experience

2. Sesame Street viewing

3. Toys and materials in try home

4. Reading in the home

5. Parental aspirations and expectations for child

6. Perinatal experiences

7. Mother's education, employment status and occupation

8. Father's education, employment status and occupation

9. Number of people in the household

10. Language spoken in the home

11. Home items

Table A shows the distributions of answers for all

the questions which had only .chreG, possible answers: yes,

no and don't know. The number of quc6Liwinaires for which
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TABLE A

DISTRIBUTION OF PARENT INFORMATION FORM (PIF)
ITEMS WITH ONLY THREE POSSIBLE RESPONSES FOR
18 MOTHERS IN P. TEST RETEST RELIABILITY STUDY

both
yes

both
no

1 yes
1 no agree

both
blank

one
blank

_

1. Pre-school 3 13 2 88.9 0 0

2. Sesame Street 5 10 2 88.2 0 1

5. Toys

A. Blackboard 7 6 1 92.9 0 4

B. Chalk "1 7 4 2 84.6 0 5

C. Colored Paper 10 1 2 84.6 0 5

D. Scissors 12 0 3 80.0 0 3

E. Crayons 16 0 1 94.1 0 1

F. Color Books 17 0 0 100.0 1 0

G. Paints 5 4 3 75.0 2 4

H. Clay 1 8 0 100.0 1 8

I. Other Art 4 3- 1 87.5 3 7

J. Musical -Inst. 6 4 3 75.0 2 3

K. Alphabet & 7 5 3 80.0 1 2

Number Cards

L. Games 7 3 4 71.4 2 2

M. Puzzles 8 5 0 100.0 2 3
'\

N. Records 8 40 1 91.7 1 5

N'It

6. Ever Read 16 1 94.1 0 1

13. Born on Time 13 2 2 88.2 0 1

14. More than month
early

0 1 1 50.0 12 4

15. Birth 1 13 3 82.4 0 1
Complications
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TABLE A

(con't)

both both 1 yes % both one
yes no 1 no agree blank blank

16. OK first week

19. Mother going
to school

22. Father going
to school

24. Mother paying
job

27. Mother looking
for job

28. Mother had job
during year

30. Father paying
job

33. Father looking
for job

34. Father had job
during year

39. Other languages

40. Home Items

A. Auto

B. TV 1

C. Color TV

D. Encyclopedia

E. Dictionary

F. Washer

G. Vacuum Cleaner

H. Record Player

I. Telephone

17 0 0 100.0 0 1

1 16 1 94.4 0 0

0 14 1 93.3 1 2

2 12 2 88.5 0 2

0 12 3 80.0 0 3

4 11 2 88.2 0 1

13 2 0 100.0 3 0

1 12 1 92.9 4 0

2 10 1 92.3 4 1
-

4 12 2 88.9 0 0

14 1 1 93.8 1 1

13 1 1 93.3 1 2

7 5 0 100.0 2 4

6 5 1 91.7 1 5

13 2 1 93.8 0 2

10 5 1 93.8 1 1

11 5 1 94.1 1 0

15 1 1 94.1 0 1

16 1 1 94.4 0 0
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the response was "yes" for both time 1 and time 2 is given

in the first column; the number of both "no" responses in

the second, and so on. The percent agreement in the fourth

column does not-include blanks or don't knows; it is equal

to the sum of columns one and two-divided by the sum of

one, two and three. The percent agreement for those

questions which have an adequate response rate is quite

high.

Table B shows the distribution of answers for ques-

tions which had more than three possible responses.

Questions 10, 11, 12 and 17 required the mother to write

in an answer. The other questions were multiple-choice,

with more than two categories. Question 10. which asked

what the parent thought might prevent her child from

getting the education he wanted, had both an adequate

response and high (83%) agreement. Question 31, whether

the father was working full or part-time, also had good

agreement. Question 7, on how often the parent read to

her child, had good response, but only moderate (62%)

agreement. The other questions--on Sesame Street, birth

weight, where the child and the mother grew up--seem almost

worthless. The low response rates on type of school attended

and on mother's job status are obviorly explained by the

answers to questions 19, 22, 24 and 27. Almost no parent

went to school; almost no mother worked.
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TABLE B

DISTRIBUTION OF PIF ITEMS WITH MORE THAN
THREE POSSIBLE RESPONSES FOR 18 MOTHERS

IN A TEST-RETEST PELIABILITY STUDY

Same
Answer

Different
Answer

Both DK
or Blank

One
Blank

3. How often child
watches Sesame St.

2 4 10 2

4. How often watch 4 3 6 5

-with him

7. How often read 10 6 0 2

10. Prevent schooling 15 3 0 0

11. Where child grew
up

2 1 10 5

12. Birth weight 13 5 0 0

17. Where mother grew
up

0 1 13 4

20. Mother kind of
school

1 0 16

23. Father kind of
school

0 0 17 1

25. Mother full/part
time

2 0 13 3

29. Mother why change
jobs

3 I 12 .2

31. Father full/part
time

10 1 4 3

35. Father why change
jobs

2 0 15 1
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Table C shows the distribution of responses on ten,

of the more important demographic variables. The questions

on mother's and father's occupations had low response rates.

It is difficult to judge the reliability of the responses.

The data on the number of people in the home seems quite

good. Discrepancies- in response to this question may,

of course, result from real changes in the composition

of the household. The data on educational aspirations is

moderately consistent (72%) as is the data on educational

expectations (67% agreement). The data on mother's

and father's education appears to be excellent.

These findings indicate that the PIF is prObably a

reliable instrument for gathering demographic data of

the sort elicited in the fall 1971 short form, especially

when questions are asked in a simple yes/no format.

Even this modest conclusion must be treated with some

scepticism, however, since the reliability study sample-

was so small. There is no information on the reliability

of attitude and participation items of the sort used in

other forms of the PIF. The findings on the moderate

consistency of the educational aspirations and expecta-

tions questions and on the low response rates for many

questions make us somewhat dubious about the possibility

of gathering good attitude data.
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TABLE C

DISTRIBUTION OF SELECTED PIF RESPONSES FOR
18 MOTHERS IN A TEST-RETEST RELIABILITY STUDY

ASPIRATIONS EXPECTIONS
Time 1 Time 2 # the

Same
Time 1 Time 2 # the

Same

8 Educational
Aspirations 9 0 1 0 0 2 0

9 Educational
Expectations 10 0 0 0 0 0 0

11 0 0 0 0 0 0

12 1 1 1 1' 9 8

1 0 0 0 1 0 0

2 1 1 1 0 1 0

3 0 0 0 0 0 0

4 8 7 5 5 - 4 3

4+ 8 8 6 1 2

Blank DK
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TABLE C

(con' t)

MOTHER FATHER
\Time 1 Time 2 # the

Same
Time 1 Time 2 # the

Same

18 Mother's
Education 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

21 Father's
Education 2 0 0 0 0 0 0

3 0 0 0 2 2 2 ,

4 0 0 0' 0 0 0

5 0 0 0 1 1 , 1

6 1 1 1 0 0 0

7 1 1 1 0 0 0

8 1 1 1 1 1 1

9 0 0 0 0 0 0

10 1 1 1 2 2 2

11 1 1 1 0 0 0

12 8 8 8 6 6 6

1 3 3 3 1 0 0

2 1 1 i 2 3 2

3 0 0 0 0 0 0

4 0 0 0 0 0 0

44 1 1 1 0 0 0

Blank DK 0 0 0 3 3 3
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TABLE C

(con't)

MOTHER FATHER
Time 1 Time 2 # the

Same
Time 1 Time 2 # the

Same

26 Mother's
Occupation* 1 1 1 1 0 0 0

32 Father's
Occupation 2 0 0 0 0 0

3 0 0 0 0 0 0

4 0 0 0 0 0 0

5 0 0 0 1 1 1

6 0 0 0 2 3

7 0 0 0 0 0 0

8 1 3 1 3 3 3

9 0 0 0 0 0 0

10 0 0 0 0 1 0

11 1 0 0 5 4 4

12 0 0 0 0 0 0

13 0 0 0 0 0

14 0 0 0 0 0 0

15 0 0 0 0 0 0

16 0 0 0 0 0 0

Blank DK 15 14 13 7 6 6

Occupations were codes using adaptations of census categories.
Category 1 includes professional and '.technical; category 11 includes
laborers; 12 = housewife; 13 = disabled; 14 = student; 15 = unemployed,
retired; 16 = no spouse. It should be noted that question 26 was
only answered by those mothers who had a paying job.
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(con't)

UNDER 1 8 0 V E R 1 8
. . Time 1 Time 2 "if the

Same
Time 1 Time 2 4 the

Same

36 # under
18 1 1 1 1 3 3 3

37 # over
18 2 6 7 6 12 12 11

3 2 3 2 0 1 0

4 3 2 2 1 0 0

5 3 2 2 0 0 , 0

6 1, 1 1 0 0 0

7 0 0 0 0 0 0

8 2 1 1 0 0 0

8+ 0 1 0 0 0 0

I Blank DK 0 0 0 2 2 1

38 Language in home .

Both English , 13

Both English, also both Spanish 2

Both English, Spanish once 2
.

One Spanish, one English 1



APPENDIX G

Quality of the Testing Procedures

Testing procedures changed considerably during

the'three years of the HSPV evaluation,.as a result

of changes in the test battery and improvements in

procedures. This section will describe training and

monitoring procedures used in 1970-71 and 1971-72. 1

It gill also report the findings of an independent
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monitoring procedure carried out in Spring 1972, wl-Ich

provides the best data we have on th quality of the

testing procedures.

Organization of Testing

Testing in both years was done by local parapro-

fessionals, under the supervision of a local site coor-

dinator. The site, coorJinator was selected by the

Head Start director in each site, with the approval of.

SRI. The site coordinator, often in consultation with

the Head Start director, hired a sufficient number of

local testers to complete testing within the allotted

three-week period. During 1970-71, at least one tester

per site was a trained Binet tester. Testers in 1971-

72 were not raquirPd to have special qualifications.

1
For a more extensive d_Locussion of testing procedures for all
three l_lars of the HSPV study, see Implementat of Head Start
Planned Variation Testing and Data Collection Effort. Lmlo Park;
California: Stanford Reoarch Institute, 1972.
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The tests were arranged into "batteries," each of

which constituted a single testing session for a child.

Each tester was trained-in one of the batteriOs. The

organization of the batteries and the number of testing

personnel is shown below:

.1970-71, fall and spring

Site Coordinators

Binet testers

Auxiliary battery testers

NYU Booklets

41

44

68

PSI _

Motcr Inhibition

EIQ, OCAS. (19. sites)

Eight Block observers
(spring. oniy)- 41 (approx.)

Eight - Block trainers
(spring only) 41 (approx.)

1971, fall

Site coordinators 33

Clerical assistan-s 40

BaSic battery testers: 84

PPVT

PSI

WRAT



Brown testers* 9

Supplementary battery testers: 35

Enumeration

ITPA.

Motor Inhibition

Eight Block observers 39

Eight - Block trainers 40

1972, spring

Site coordinators 35

Clerical assistants 38

Basic battery A testers: 85

Gumpgoohies/

WRAT

Basic battery B testers 85

PPVT

PSI

Enumeration.

Supplementary battery testers 34

Relevant Redundant Cues

Motor Inhibition

ITPA

540

-*1n most sites Brown testing was done by the supplementary
battery tester or the basic battery tester/
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19712, spring (con't)

Eight - Block observers 17

Eight - Block trainers 17

/Training & Monitoring

1970 - 71: All site coordinators were trained at SRI

during one 4-day session in August. Training was

conducted by SRI Personnel. Auxiliary battery testers

were trained on site by the site coordinators, imme-

diately preceding the beginning of testing. Binet testers

were trained in the use of the Hertzig-Birch scoring

and in HSPV evaluation procedures by SRI personnel in

full-day sessions at two separate locations. Eight -

Block observers were trained by SRI personnel in three

locations. Eight Block observers trained Eight -

Block trainers on site. Since the spring battery was

the same as the fall, except for the Eight - Block sort,

training of site coordinators was not repeated in the

spring. Site coordinators apparently gave refresher

training and training for new testers as needed.

Fall 1971: Training procedures for fall 1971 were

basically the same aq \hose for 1970-71. Site coor-

dinators were trained du ing one 5 -say session at SRI.

Site coordinators traine basic battery testers,
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supplementary battery testers and Brown testers on site.

Eight - Block observers were trained in three groups

by SRI Personnel during 3-day training sessions. Eight

Block observers trained Eight - Block trainers on site.

Sprint: 1972: Additional training was given in spring

1972, since new tests were added to the spring battery,

and since special efforts were made to insure .'sat the

last HSPV testing would be of high quality. Site coor-

dinators were trained in two groups during five-day

sessions at SRI. These longer sessions included practice

testing of children and written tests on procedures.

Site coordinators then trained basic battery, supplemen-

tary battery and Brown testers.

Monitoring: The procedures described above imply that

training for most of the tests takes place on three

levels: SRI personnel, site coordinators and local

testers. The probability that procedural deviations

will occur at one point or other along the line is higher,

therefore, than it would be if all testers were trained

together. There is also a possibility that site

biases might be introduced, since all testers at a site

are trained by one person. Monitoring of testing is

necessary to ensure that these potential biases are not

introduced. During 1970-71, SRI personnel visited the

sites during the first two days of testing, to help



with final training and to check that standard testing

procedures were bring used. During 1971-72 independent

observers as well as SRI personnel participated in

monitoring testing.. Their spring reports provide the

basis for the following discussion of testing quality.

Independent Assessment of Testing Oufilit

Five independent observers visited fifteen sites

during spring 1972 testing. The five observers were

hired by OCD, independent of SRI. All were specialists

in both child development and testing. They were

instructed to observe the actual testing situations,

placing themselves so that they could hear the tester

and child and observe the tester's codings. They

recorded all instances of coaching, iDioccdual and

coding errors which they observed.

The numbers of testers and test administrations

which were observed are:
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Test battery Number of testers Number of children

Basic battery A 28 52

Basic battery B 29 39

Supplementary battery 11 20

68 111

The observerS were asked to record their general

impressions of site and tester biases, in addition to
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recording specific errors. Their records give the

impression that testing was generally of extremely

high quality.

Of -btu. fifteen sites visited, only three elicited

negative general comments from the observers:

Houston: "site supervisor seemed uncommitted to

quality training and supervision" (,but reports

on testers were all good).

Greeley: "a few of the testers acted overtly

hostil.-_, to minority children.

Des Moines: "more little,errors in most of the

testers than in (other sites which the observer

visited) . . . the lack of what really constitutes

an acceptable prcbe is certainly a site bias here."

Al] other site comments were positive. For example:

Fort Walton: "testers are well trained and have

good rapport techniques. Generally . . . data

will be all valid."

Loch Haven: "the testers 'Seemed excellently

prepai a."

Jonesboro: "all the testers demonstrated the same

high attention to detail that is so crucial to

getting good data."

Bellows Falls: "the testers were very capable . .

all testers seemed to have a good grasp of what

they were doing."
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The observers reccIded general negative comments

about only eight of the sixty-eight testers whom they

observed. These eight were the only testers who the

observers felt might be eliciting a biased or invalid

test score. All other testers were considered to be

well within acceptable limits. Many received rave

reviews.

observers,uere instructed to record each error

th(-2v observed in test administration. This is a

demanding instruction, and some of the observers were

more perfectionist than others. Nonetheless, their

reports indicate that they did record every error

which seemed important. (Unimportant errors were less

consistently reported. One observer, for example,

recorded a procedural error when the PSI checkers were

not precisely spaced. Others did not seem to be quite

this precise).

Table 1 shows the frequencies of recorded errors, by

test and type of error (coaching, procedural, coding, timiny).

1Their comments were
--"very directive and brusque...depressed children's scores."
--"messed up on scoring the PSI...a lot of probing."
--"upon first observation is an inadequate tester...quite

unclear about when to repeat items and when or how to
prompt..."

--"seems on the hostile side and makes almost no attempt
to be pleasant."

-- "horrible testing conditions...like a goddamned zoo."
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TABLE 1

FREQUENCY OF RECORDED ERRORS, BY TEST AND
TY2E OF ERROR, MADE BY FIVE INDEPENDENT

OBSERVERS ABOUT SPRING 1972 DATA COLLECTION

Pro-
Coaching cedural Coding Timing Start Stop

PP TT (39)
1

0 3 5 3

PSI (39) 4 18 16

Enumeration
(39) 9 5 6

Gumpgoohies
(52) 0 1 0

WRAT (52) 1 9 8 2

RRC (20) 0 2 1

MI (20) 0 0 0

ITPA (20) 1 1

1Number of observed test administrations is in parentheses.
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A coaching error would be a verbal or non-verbal cue given

by the tester to the child to indicate his response was

satisfactory or not (i.e., allowing a child a second chance

on an item, consistently smiling at a child's correct re:J-

ponses, etc.) A procedural error would be a deviation from

instructions for the test pointing to a correct

gumpgookie when .-eading a response, starting incorrectly on

the 'PVT, proceeding to the test without giving the adequate

pretest tasks on the MI, etc.) A coding error would be a

mistake made in recording the child's response (i.e., not

circling "V" for a verbal response on the PSI, etc.) A

.timing error would be a mistake in recording the start or

finish of a test or an error in time given for some specifi-

cally timed items, such as those on the WRAT. The number of

errors recorded is probably larger than they would be if the

observers had been instructed to consistently record "impor-

tant errors" They are smaller than if each observer had

recorded tiny procedural deviations.)

Errors were recorded by:Atrem..- Considering the large

number of items on the various tests, the nLaber of errors

is quit --IOW. On only two tests, (Enumeration and the PSI)

es the total number of errors average more than .5 per test.

Many of the errors' would not be expected to influence a

student's score at all. No systematic baises were in evidence.

All in all, we can be quite confident that the general level

of testing competence in spring 1972 was high.


